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Die pseudo-chrysostomische Predigt CPG 4701 
Kritische Edition mit Einleitung 

Die hier veroffentlichte Edition der pseudo-chrysostomischen Predigt 
CPG 4701 gehort zur Vorbereitung einer kritischen Ausgabe Severians 
von Gabala fur das Corpus Christianorum Series Graeca. Sie soli vor 
allem einen Beitrag zur differenzierteren Beurteilung eines der wichtigsten 
Zeugen fiir die Predigten Severians, des Codex Mosąuensis Musei 
Historici olim Bibliothecae Synodałis 128 (VI. 159) liefem. Sofem aber 
Photius Exzerpte aus dieser Homilie im Codex 277 seiner Bibliothek 
sowie in den Amphilochia wiedergibt und sofem der genannte Codex 277 
nichts anderes ais ein Corpus von yierzehn 1 unter dem Namen des 
Johannes Chrysostomus uberlieferten Predigten darstellt, von denen einzig 
drei echte Chrysostomica sind, fiinf jedoch sicher in den Zusammenhang 
mit der Quaestio disputala de Seueriani authenticis gehoren und fiir drei 
weitere in der Forschung gelegentlich schon Severian ais Autor genannt 
wurde, schafft die vorliegende Edition eine Basis, um nochmals iiber 
Strategien und “Kriterien zur Abgrenzung der Homilien Severians von 
Gabala unter den Pseudo-Chrysostomica” 2 nachzudenken. 3 

Die genannte pseudo-chrysostomische Predigt wird uns in vier 
Handschriften uberliefert, zum einen im Kodex 192 (B.8.8) des Trinity 
College in Cambridge auf den Folia 290 v bis 298, dessen getreue 
Wiedergabe die Edition von B. de Montfaucon darstellt, 4 zum anderen im 


1 Der fiinfzehnte Text, ein bisher nicht identifiziertes Zitat aus einem Brief an 
Cyriacus (525 a 19-29) kann hier vemachlassigt werden. Zu den verschiedenen 
Rezensionen der epistulae ad Cyriacum vgl. man P.G. Nicolopoulos, At etę rów 
'laidwiji' tóv XpixrÓGTopou łcrtpaApeutoę dtroStSopcmi emoTo\ai , Athen, 1973, 
381-449. 

2 Eine Einfiihrung in die Fragestellung habe ich unter diesem Titel 1987 in 
Oxford zu bieten versucht; man vgl. Studia Patristica XX, ed. by E.A. Livingstone, 
Leuven, 1989,61-69. 

2 Dies habe ich auf der Basis der hier vorliegenden Edition in dem Artikel 
Severian von Gabala in Photius' Bibliothek und Amphilochia, der voraussichtlich 1993 
im JOB erscheinen wird, getan. 

4 Naheres dazu sowie zum Beitrag von W. Taylor vgl. unten S. 20. 


OCP 59 (1993) 5-62 
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einstigen Kodex 128 (Vlad. 159) der Moskauer Synodalbibliothek auf 
Blatt 168 bis 175 sowie im Codex Marcianus gr. 569, ff. 113M23. Im 
Codex Holkham gr. 44 liest man auf Blatt 129 bis 139 eine Abschrift 
dieses Venezianischen Zeugen. Die ersten Zeilen der hier zu edierenden 
Predigt bilden auch den Anfang eines Cento, den die Turiner Handschrift 
C.V.23, ff. 76 v -92 mit dem Lemma ’L \v trylois 1 TTGtTpós- f)piuu 'Itoawou 
dpxt£ ttictkottou KcJuaTauTiuouTTÓkctos' tou XpuaoaTÓpou, kó-yo? TTpóę ptf) 
auua0piCop.euou<r ^ v "Ti ĆKKXr|aią ktX. uberliefert. 5 

A. Die Beschreibung der Handsciirifi en. 

C Codex Cantabrigiensis Collegii S. Trinitatis 192 (B.8.8), ff. 
290 v -298 

Pergament, 10. Jahrhundert; ff. 321, 28-30 Zeilen; 275 x 200 mm. 
Vorbesitzer: Pantokrator-Kloster auf dem Athos; seit 1727 R. Bentley. 
Diese komplexe Handschrift, die nach einer Mitteilung von J. Paramelle 
auf einem 1987 in Aarhus gehaltenen Workshop entgegen der Beschrei¬ 
bung von M. Aubineau nicht nur von zwei, sondem mehreren Kopisten 
angefertigt wurde, bcdaif einer ausfiihrlichen Analyse. Sollte dieser 
Kodex aus der Bibliothek des Studiu-Klosters in Konstantinopel stam- 
men? Zu Beginn der meisten Hefte sieht man die sog. drei “studitischen 
Kreuze”. Walter Taylor hat aus diesem Kodex zehn von dreizehn Homi- 
lien zusammen mit einer lateinischen Ubersetzung fur eine Edition vor- 
bereitet und an Bernard de Monlfaucon (1655-1741) geschickt, der sie 


5 Es liandelt sich lim die Zeilen 1,1-5 (0cdcnr|Tai) der vorliegenden Edition. Zu 
dieser von verschiedenen Kopisten geschriebenen. kleinformaligen Papierhandschrift 
des 15. Jahrliunderis (215 x 140 mm; 15 Zeilen; !'f. 668) vgl. man J. Pasinus, A. 
Rivautella et Fr. Berta, Codices manuscripii Bibliotlwcae Reście Taiirinensis Athenaei 
per linguas digesti et binas in parta distributi, in ąuurunt prima hebraei et graeci 
(etc.), I, Tulili, 1749, 398-402; A. Ehrhard, Uberlieferung und Besland der hagiogra- 
phischen und lioinilelischen Literatur der griechischen Kirche von den Anfangen bis 
zum Ende des 16. Jnhrhuuderts , 111 (Texte und Untersuchungen, 52), Leipzig, 1952, 
651-652; 883; R.E. Carter, Codices Chrysostomici Graeci, V, Paris. 1983, Nr. 286, S. 
223-224 mit der Analyse ebd., Appendix 38, S. 243-244. Der Text beginnt hier mit den 
Worten: TToAAf) peu rtp yctittówi) f| TTpoOupia KaTa[3aXAav (letzteres sic wie in C 
geschrieben). In 1,3 liest mail Xup.atuou, in 1,4 irkdioi' 5ól Tr,\elw, in 1,4 uoclinuils KaTa - 
pa\Xan (in C hier wie in m: KaiapaWar) und in 1,5 TTapaCTKCuaCTpćnou. Die 
Uberleitung zum Folgenden kniipft an 1,3-4 an: Ató toi"? rrapouaiu :rapaKaXw tou 
airkdicrai tóu kó\ttou Tfjs upcTĆpaęr 4iuxhS' uicm |jct’ euKoXtas- KaTa ; '3Xr|0rjuai tA 
CTirćppaTa. "EKaoTO? toiuuu updiu tou Oeóu aei iKCTajaaen- Kai pcTa tou Aaul5 
auaKpaCcTf XćyovTeę- «KapS(arKaOaptU’ ktiooi' erć/tot. ó0c : óy», ktX. 
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veroffentlichte; es handelt sich um die in PG 64, 11-44 abgedmckten 
Texte (CPG 4694-4702). Dazu liest man die Mitteilung von W. Taylor: “E 
Codice manuscripto annorum circiter 700, quem inter alios a coenobio tou 
TTaimKpaTopos- in monte Atho, invectos in Angliam anno 1727.” 6 

M. Rh. James, The Western Mss in the Library ofTrinity College. A Descriptive 
Cataloguc, I, Cambridge, 1900, 250-252; 

A.-M. Malingrey, Jean Chrysostome. Sur la providence de Dieu (Sources 
Chrelicnnes, 79), Paris, 1961, 46; 

M. Aubineau, Codices Chrysostomici Graeci , I, Paris, 1968, Nr. 29, S. 24-27; 
dcrs., Une homilie ps.-chrysostomienne inedite In Apostolum Paulum (BHG 
1462s) dans le cod. Cantabr., Trinity Coli. B.8.8, OCP 40 (1974) 415-420 
(= Variorum Reprints, London, 1988, XV). 

M Mosquensis Musei Historici olini Bibliothecae Synodalis 128 
(Vlad. 159), ff. 168-175 

Pergament, 10. Jahrhundert, ff. 446, 2 Kolumnen zu 39 Zeilen, 433 x 
311 mm. Dieser in einer “minuscule bouletee” 7 geschriebene Kodex 
wurdc vom Patriarchen Jeremias II. von Konstantinopel, der dieses Amt 
dreimal zwischen Mai 1572 und Ende 1595 innehatte, dem Kloster 
Stauronikita auf dem Athos geschenkt und 1655 von Arsenij Suchanov 
nach Moskau gebracht. Er enthalt heute 76 Homilien unter dem Namen 
des Johannes Chrysostomus, von denen dreiBig authentisch sind. Der 
Pinax zufolge, dereń erster Teil (ff. 1-2 V ) auf eine Restauration des Kodex 
im 13., nach Archimandrit Vladimir im 12. Jahrhundert zuriickgeht, las 
man in dieser Handschrift urspriinglich 87 Predigten. 8 Die Sammlung 

6 Vgl. die Einleitung von B. de Monifaucon in PG 64, 10. 

7 Vgl. J. Irigoin, Une ecriture du X c siec/e; Im minuscule bouletee , in: La 
paleographie grecąue et byzantine (Coltoques Intemationaux du C.N.R.S., 559), Paris, 
1977, 191-198. Zur Frage, inwiefem dieser Minuskeltyp auf Konstantinopel beschrankt 
isl oder nicht, vgl. die Hinweise von E. Lamberz, die ich in der Einleitung zu meiner 
Edition Die pseudo-chrysostomische Predigt In baptismum et tentationem (BHG 1936; 
CPG 4735) wiedergebe, um eine friihere Aussage mit Bezug auf den Codex 
Otiobonianus gr. 14 zu relativieren. 

8 Sieben Inedita des Mosquensis habe ich mit R.F. Regtuit und J.M. Tevel in 
Homiliae pseudo-chrysostomicae, Instrumenlum studiorum, I, Tumhout, 1993, 
herausgegeben; es handelt sich um CPG 4271, 4697 (zur Edition der ersten Zeilen 
durch W. Taylor vgl. das oben zum Cantabrigiensis Gesagte), 4888, 5045, 5059, De 
exitu animae (inc. ’A&cX4>ou pr) aynociTc otov <pó(ioi’) und In illud: Noli aemulari in 
malignantibus (inc. ITdvTa p£v Td 9eta Xóyta). Zum Text CPG 4911, der auf ff. 
121 v -135 iiberliefert ist, haben wir festgestellt, daB es sich hierbei um fast das ganze 
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verrat nirgends die Absicht, sie fur die Liturgie zu gebrauchen, wenn auch 
an einigen Stellen in der Abfolge der Texte noch ein ursprunglicher 
liturgischer Zusammenhang zu erkennen ist. So begegnet z.B. die Predigt 
In baptismum et tentationem (BHG 1936; CPG 4735) noch unmittelbar 
verbunden mit der sog. Homilie De spiritu sancto des Severian von 
Gabala (CPG 4188), zwei Texte, die in der liturgischen Tradition des 10. 
Jahrhunderts auch sonst miteinander dem Fest der Epiphanie zugeordnet 
werden.9 Ostem ais liturgischer “Sitz im Leben” gehort wahrscheinlich zu 
den ersten sechs, 10 femer zur 22. und 23., 27. bis 29. sowie 50. bis 53. 
Predigt. 11 Die hier edierte Homilie CPG 4701 folgt ais 30. Text 
unmittelbar auf Predigten der Osterwoche; auch ihrem Inhalt nach legt sie 
einen liturgischen Gebrauch in der osterlichen Zeit nahe. Auffallig ist bei 
dem hier edierten Text, dal) eine zeitgenossische Hand (M 2 ) des ofteren 
verbessemd eingreift; sofem man dies auf Grund eines Mikrofilms 
beurteilen kann, scheint es eine zweite, nicht mit dem Kopisten von M 
identische Hand zu sein. Angemerkt sei, daB der einstige Kodex A 66a der 
Sachsischen Landesbibliothek in Dresden, der sich nun wieder in Moskau 
befindet, 12 aus denen Becher 1839 die von J.-P. Mignę im Band 64, Sp. 
453 bis 492 wiedergegebenen Texte (CPG 4706, 4707, 3172, 4708, 5694) 
herausgegeben hat, nichts anderes ist ais jene Folia, die, wie ein Vergleich 
mit der Pinax der Moskauer Handschrift bestatigt, heute in diesem Kodex 
fehlen. 13 Schon 1989 hat O. von Gebhardt gezeigt, daB Pfarrer Chr. Fr. 


erste Buch von Johannes Chrystomus Schrifc Ad Stagirium (CPG 4310) handeli. Diesen 
aus der Clavis zu eliminierenden Text liest man auch in den Codices Atheniensis Bibl. 
Nat. 210, ff. 40-60 v und 313, ff. 82 v -113 sowie laut Katalog im Codex Mosąuensis 127 
(VIad. 161), Nr. 30, eine Handschrift, die ich bisher nicht einsehen konnte. 

9 Vgl. meine in Anm. 7 genannte Edition. 

111 CPG 4341, 4210, (4196), 4371: hom. 2-4. 

11 CPG 4380, 4581, 2082, 2083, 5058, 4460, 4582, 4201, 4576. 

12 Vgl. M. Richard, Repertoire des biblioiheąues et des catalogues de manuscrits 
grecs, Paris, 2 1958, Nr. 329, S. 88. 

13 Bei CPG 4706 handelt es sich urn die 44. Homilie der alten Pinax, die in der 
Zahlung nach Vladimir zwischen der 38. und 39. Predigt steht, femer bei CPG 4707 
und 3172 um die 58. und 59. Predigt, die nach der 51. von Vladimir einzuschieben sind, 
schliefilich bei CPG 4708 und 5694 um die 76. und 77., die einst zwischen der 66. und 
67. Homilie in der Zahlung von Vladimir standen. Die letztgenannte Predigt hat F. 
Loofs, Nestoriana. Die Fragmente des Nesiorius. Halle, 1905, 230-242 wiederum aus 
dem Codex Dresd. A 66a, ff. 21 v -25 v herausgegeben, wobei er die Handschrift auf das 
9. Jahrhundeit datiert. 
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Matthaei, der langjahrige Seelsorger der Moskauer Lutheraner und 
Herausgeber des Nemesius von Emesa (CPG 3550), sie hier heraus- 
gerissen und nach Sachsen mitgenommen hat. 

VIadimir, Moskau, CncreMarnuecKoe onucanie pyKormccŃ Mockobckoh 
Cmio/iajibHOM (Harpiapuiefi) BmuiioreKH. I: PyKonncu rpcwccKiiri. 
Moskau 894, 162-167 (9. Jahrhundert); 

Fr. Schnorr von Carolsfeld, Katalog der Handschriften der Koniglichen 
offentlichen Bibliothek zu Dresden, I, Leipzig, 1882, Nr. 3; 

O. von Gebhardt, Christian Friedrich Matthaei und seine Sammlung griechischer 
Handschńften , in: Centralblatt fur Bibliothekswesen, XV (1898) 345-357, 
393-420, 441-482, 537-566; 

M. Aubineau, Un traite inedit de Christologie de Severien de Gabala In 
centurionem et contra Manichacos et Apollinaristas (Cahiers d'Orienta- 
lisme, V), Geneve, 1983, 25-28 (9. Jahrhundert auf S. 24; “Mitte oder 
Ende des 10. Jahrhunderts” auf S. 27); 

K.-H. Uthemann, Die pseudo-chrysostomische (= Anm. 7). 

h Oxoniensis Bodleianus Holkham gr. 44, ff. 129-139 

Papier, 16. Jahrhundert; 192 x 130 mm, ff. IV. 226, 30-31 Zeilen; 
Kopist: Maximos Margunios (1549-1602), mit dem biirgcrlichen Namen 
Matzoupk Mapyowios 1 6 Kpf|s\ der nach seinem Episkopat in Kythera 
Monch im Metochion, welches das Sinaikloster auf Kreta besaG, wurde 
und spater in Venedig wohnte. Schon der auGere Aufbau dieser Hand- 
schrift laGt vermuten, daB es sich hier ab Blatt 61 um einc Abschrift des 
Codex Marcianus gr. 569 (V) handelt, wobei auch vom gut erhaltenen Teil 
des Venetus, d.h. in urspriinglicher Zahlung von der 9. bis 29. sowie von 
der 35. bis 43. Homilie, nicht alle Texte kopiert wurden. 14 
R. Barbour, Sumtnary Description of the Greek Manuscripts front the Library at 
Holkham Hall , in: The Bodlcian Library Record, i. VI, 5 (1960) 600-601; 


I 4 In der Abschrift des Maximos Margunios findet nian die folgenden Predigten, 
die hier in der urspriinglichen Reihenfolge gezahlt werden. nicht: 9.. 11., 14., 15., 22.. 
35., 37.-42. (CPG 4419, 4185, 4434: hom. 8 [= 4921], 4358. 4684: ecloga 44, 4318: 
hom. 1-5 mit 4324). Von den vollslandig erhaltenen Texten hal Margunios noch die 33. 
Homilie (CPG 4587) nicht ubemommen; da die 34. (CPG 4528) heute im Marcianus 
nur unvollstandig vorliegt, stellt sich die Frage, wo Margunios diesen Text, der im 
Codex Holkham gr. 44 ais einziger von der Reihenfolge des Marcianus abweicht und 
wie ein Anhang am Ende (ff. 204-207 v ) steht, gefunden hat. Leider konnte ich nicht 
uberpriifen, welchcr Text sich im Holkham gr. 44 auf Blatt 177 v bis 181 befindet, d.h. 
an jener Stelle, an der man im Marcianus die fragmentarische Homilie auf Eu tropi us 
(CPG 4528) liest. 
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M. VogeI— V. Gardthauscn, Die griechischen Schreiber des Mittelalters und der 
Renaissance (Zentralblatt fur Bibliothckswesen, Beiheft 33), Leipzig, 
1909, 285-286; 

M. Aubineau, Codices Chrysostomici Graeci, 1, Paris, 1968, Nr. 260, S. 234-235. 


V Venetus Marcianus gr. 569, ff. 113 V -123 

Pergament, Mitte des 10. Jahrhunderts, 420 x 310 mm, ff. 239, 2 
Kolumnen, 35 Zeilen; Vorbesitzer: Giacomo Contarini; seit 1713 im 
Besitz der Bibliotheca Marciana. Die Schrift dieses prachtigen Kodex 
gehort zum Typ der “bouletee”. 15 

E. Mioui, Bibliothecae divi Marti Venetiarutn Codices graeci manuscripti. Vol. 1 
Thesaurus antiąuus. Codices 300-625, Roma, 1985, 473-474; 

E. Mioni — M. Formentin, I codici greci in minuscola dei sec. IX et X della 
Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana , Padova, 1975, Tav. XXXIX (s). 16 

B. DER UBERLIEFERUNGSGESCIIICHTL1CHE ZuSAMMENHANG DER 
Textzeugen. 

Schon bei der Beschreibung der Handschriften wurde im Ausgang von 
einer inhaltlichen Analyse des Marcianus gr. 569 (V) und des Holkham gr. 
44 (h) erwahnt, daB der zuletzt genannte Kodex eine Abschrift des 
ersteren ist. 

1. Zu des Maximos Margunios Abschrift des Marcianus gr. 569 (V). 

Die Kollation beider Zeugen, des Marcianus und des von Maximos 
Margunios geschriebenen Kodex Holkham gr. 44, bestatigt das genannte 
Verhaltnis unmittelbarer Abhiingigkeit, das an sich, wenn keine ausdriick- 
liche Bezeugung hinzukommt, nur bedeutet, daB Margunios Text vom 
Marcianus kopiert sein kann, nicht aber, daB er auch tatsachlich aus dem 


Vgl. oben Anm. 7. 

16 Zum Inhalt sei einerseits auf den Codex Holkham gr. 44 (h) verwiesen, 
anderseits angemerkt, daB diese Handschrift weder in der Aufziihlung der Zeugen fur 
CPG 4318 bei A.-M. Malingrey, in der von ihr mil J. Dauielou und R. Flacelifere 
herausgegebenen Edition: Jean Chrysoslome. Sur l’incomprehensibilite de Dieu, Tome 
I (SC 28b> s ), Paris, 21970, 66-69 (in V ursprunglich Predigc 37-41, heute 28-32), noch 
in jener der von A.-M. Malingrey veroffentlichten Edition von CPG 4400 (ursprunglich 
32., heute 23. Text mit inc. niutil.): Jean Chrysoslome. Lettre d'exil (SC 103), Paris, 
1964, 34-35. erwahnt wird. Ob diese Handschrift auch in der Edition von CPG 4324 
(ursprunglich 38.. heute 33. Homilie) iibersehen wurde, habe ich ohne unver- 
haltnismaBigen Aufwand nicht verifizieren konnen. 
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Marcianus ubemommen wurde. Eine einzige Stelle konnte auf den ersten 
Blick dagegen sprechen: In 6,7-9 enthalt V eine Lticke, die auf eincm 
Homoioteleuton beruht, so daG man dort den Satz liest: Ktlctis- cu tt) 
ypa<j)T} raXei'Tai ov pótw ck tou óimi? cm tó 3cXtloi; pieTa3oXf|. An 
sich konnte diese Aussage vollstandig sein; der durch das oó pióizot; 
angeregte Verweis auf ein zweites mit dWa eingeleitetes Glied muB auf 
der Ebene des Sprachzeichens nicht ausgefiihrt sein, wenn sich dies aus 
dem Zusammenhang ais selbstverstandlich ergibt. Nun lesen wir bei 
Margunios im zuvor zitierten Satz nicht cm tó 3eVrioiz, sondern zunachst 
ein elę tó clrai, was an sich einen guten Sinn ergibt, der im Kontext 
sicher besser zu begreifen ist ais die Aussage des Marcianus. Doch schrieb 
Margunios iiber das Wort etrai ein BeAtloiz, so daG sich die Frage stellt, 
ob er eine ausfiihrlichere Vorlage ais den Marcianus besaB. Da er aber 
einerseits das eivni durch Punktierung tilgt, anderseits auch an anderen 
Stellen verbessernd eingreift, 17 eriibrigt sich die Frage: Das Verb drai 
kann sowohl ein spontaner Lesefehler des Margunios gewesen sein, der 
bei einem nachtraglichen Korrekturlesen aufgefallen ist, ais auch ein erster 
Versuch, dem ou póizoiz gerecht zu werden; dieses eltzai setzt nicht voraus, 
daG Margunios’ Vorlage nicht mit dem Marcianus identisch gewesen ist. 18 
Die Kopie des Margunios ist auGerst getreu; einige Ausnahmen wie z.B. 
ein wahrscheinlich spontan hinzugesetztes Sc in 2,34 oder das in 3,25-26 
fehlende rai Taura 8oOXn bzw. das in 5,17 fehlende ti der lectio uarians 
von V sprechen nicht gegen diese Beurteilung. 


17 In 1,10 schrieb Margunios ćmSciiwiirTat.. in 2,53 Trapekeuuoi^Tai, in 4,50 
biabniiaTOS 1 , in 5,18 daaifhS'- in 5,99 TOię kóyois 1 , urn nur einige Beispiele zu nennen. 
Vor allem sprachgeschichtlich bedingte orthographische Fehler. die in V nicht selten 
auftreten, korrigiert Margunios; gelegentlich greift er auch dort ein, wo es nicht not- 
wendig gewesen ware. So schreibt er z.B. in 2,10 die vom Vaticanus und seinem 
Verwandten, dem Mosquensis (M), im Text durchwegs gebrauchte Form ebpou statt 
UUpov; letztere bevorzugt der Cantabrigiensis (C), der an dieser Stelle jedoch ein eher 
umgangssprachliches qupau wiedergibt. An einigen Stellen bleibt Margunios jedoch 
seiner Vorlage verhaftet; so schreibt er z.B. in 5,25 CTWTeTappćur|i' und in 5,30 den 
entsprechenden Dativ. 

18 Ein analoger Fali liegt in 2,41 vor: Zunachst schrieb Margunios statt l6uótt|s 
tou (jnkóaotfoi'. wie es hier von V bezeugt wird, ein ’louSai'os , 1 (fikóooifou, strich dann 
aber das erste Wort und schrieb daftir i5uoTqę. In 6,45 hatte der Kopist von V ein 
oupanóę zu drOptoTTOs verlesen; Margunios folgi der Lesait von V, schreibt aber an den 
Rand: oupanós 1 la(ioę). 
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2. Die Handschrift des Moskauer Historischen Museums (M) ais nachster 
Verwandter des Marcianus. 

Schon ein fliichtiger Blick auf die Kollation zeigt, daB der Codex 
Marcianus gr. 569 (V) an vielen Stellen mit jener Handschrift des Mos¬ 
kauer Historischen Museums iibereinstimmt, die im Katalog der Moskauer 
Synodalbibliothek von Vladimir ais 159. Kodex beschrieben wird (M). 

Einige auffallende Lesarten sollen hier ais Beleg genannt werden: In 
1,22-23 geben beide Handschriften ein tó owciSóę wieder, das im 
Vergleich mit dem im Kontext gut bezeugten und im Cantabrigiensis (C) 
vertretenen Tf|v Siduoiai; m.E. gewiB sekundar ist. In 2,10 fehlt in beiden 
auTÓ 1 , das sicher im Kontext spontan begriffen wird, ohne daB es auf der 
Lautebene gesetzt wird. Durch das in 2,28-29 fehlende Ei Se keyto eytó 
wird im Unterschied zum Cantabrigiensis die lange Periode zerschlagen, 
ein Indiz, daB die Lesart von M und V hier wohl sekundar ist, sofem sich 
bei den Varianten von C keine Parallele zum vorliegenden Fali aufweisen 
laBt. 19 Auch die Wortvariante EupimSris' statt euTTaTpiSris' in 2,30 hat an 
dieser Stelle, nachdem in 2,28 schon Platon und Pythagoras genannt 
waren, keine Chance urspriinglich zu sein, z.B. auch nicht so, daB man 
sowohl in C ais auch in M und V einen Lesefehler unterstellt, der durch 
den Auslaut — iSris 1 beider Worte veranlaBt ware (“saut du meme au 
meme”). Anders konnte es sich bei der ebenda im Mosquensis und 
Marcianus auftauchenden Lesart euyerris- verhalten; ein Lesefehler in der 
Uberlieferung der Cambridger Handschrift ist nicht auszuschlieBen. DaB 
aber M und V hier gegen die Grundaussage des Textes kein TtLouaioę 
iiberliefem, spricht fiir eine Textverderbnis in diesem Uberlieferungs- 
zweig, der man eine bindende Funktion nicht absprechen kann. Analoges 
gilt fiir die Wortvarianten upa^tę statt TTapaTa^iS' in 2,36, xapaK~nr|p statt 
XapTr|S' in 2,48, vw statt TTpoc7Kijvr)crov in 2,53, eyKu\iea0ai statt 
eiociAiecrSai in 4,3, wSpcmu statt ficroSou Sł in 6,63 bzw. die Zufiigung 
von tóu Xóyor> in 4,4. 

Eine Variante mit trennender Kraft ist hóchstwahrscheinlich jenes 
TToXepoupevTi 2cmr| in 2,59-60, welches ais Subjekt ein auf der 
Zeichenebene nicht erscheinendes f) £KKXr|aia vorauszusetzen scheint, 
nicht aber “die Worte des Paulus” bzw. ais Kurzformel dafiir “Paulus”. 


19 Zur Notwendigkeit der Tendenzkritik bei der Beurleilung von Varianten vgl. 
K.-H. Uthemann, Codex recenlior, non cleterior?, in: Jahrbuch der Ósterreichischen 
Byzantinisiik 40 (1990) 129-143. 
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Sicher bindend und scheidend zugleich ist eine Veranderung in der 
Textfolge, die sowohl im Mosquensis ais auch im Marcianus auftritt: Die 
Zeilen 4,67-68 ’'Q — e£exear' iiberliefem diese Zeugen nach 4,73 iappa. 
Wie es dazu gekommen ist, laBt sich nicht mehr feststellen. Auch die 
Lesart ouk łmGoiAcńoizTai ó.Tró<pooiv in 8,19 statt oi ĆTTipoiAeuouTes' 
firro4>tJYcoCTLV scheint sekundar und besitzt angesichts des Sprachniveaus 
dieses Textes nicht nur bindende, sondern auch trennende Kraft; anders 
ware es, stande hier abhangig von'tizct statt ouk ein pny 

Die Frage Tl ypdc{>fi t] Se£id; in 5,9-10 war im Modeli von M und V 
wahrscheinlich nach einer Korrekturlesung ani Rande noticrt worden; 
denn sie fehlt in M und erscheint in V schon in Zeile 9 vor Tik Da weitere 
Hinweise fehlen, sollte man in dieser Variante nicht einen Hinweis auf 
Kontamination durch laterale Uberlieferung sehen. Die zuvor genannte 
Tatsache, dali die Zeilen 4,67-68 in der Vorlage von M und V aus ihrem 
Zusammenhang gelost und kurz nach ihrem urspriinglichen Standort in 
den Text eingeschoben wurden, scheint zwar auch darauf hinzuweisen, 
daG diese Zeilen einst in margine geschrieben waren und dann in den Text 
zuriickgewandert sind; doch ein Argument fur den EinfluB lateraler 
Tradition wird man aus dieser transpositio nicht gewinnen konnen. 

Die M und V gemeinsame Uberlieferung besitzt eine Variante, die sich 
am einfachsten ais Lesefehler begreifen lassen, wenn die Vorlage in 
Unzialen geschrieben war: In 4,79 liest man statt auyycmlóa das Wort 
euyeraSa. 20 

DaG hier tatsiichlich von einem Modeli beider Zeugen gesprochen 
werden muG, zeigt die Tatsache, daG weder M Vorlage von V noch umge- 
kehrt V Vorlage von M sein kann. Eine Auswahl von Sonderlesarten 
beider Handschriften zeigt dies deutlich. Der Asterisk dient hier (im 
Gegensatz zu seinem Gebrauch im krilischen Apparat) zur Kennzeichnung 
jener Varianten, denen scheidende Kraft bei der Frage, ob einer der beiden 
Zeugen dem anderen ais Vorlage gedient habe, nicht abgesprochen werden 
kann. 

Liicken von M: 

1,10 und 4,42 yap; 3,25-26 *KCti 2 — 8ouXa; 4,38 Kai 2 ; 4,46 5'av; 4,48 

Kai 1 ; 4,95 Tfj; 5,88 Ta 1 ; 5,95 Ta; 5,99 tols- XóyotS", 5,105 *'0 —rpkeTree; 


2 9 Ziehl mail eiryei/iSa vor, so gilt Analoges fUr den Cantabrigiensis. Zu dessen 
Lesart pciCo^a statt pd^ou bt in 3,32 vgl. unien S. 17. 
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5,113 oi; 5,116 *evaimous- (Verlust walirscheinlich sclion im Modeli, so 
daB die Lesart von V: tou? amarouę ais Konjektur aufzufassen ist); 6,28 
*dKÓXacrrou; 6,50 'O; 6,68-69 *Tf)v — TTUToupf ur|y; 7,9 ottou 2 Lind Kai; 
8,29 tl; 8,43 touto; 9,37 d 2 
Zusatze von M: 

2,8 Aid] Kai Sia; 3,14 MtoUCTfjs-] praem. ó; 4,14 0aXdpcu] add. ctu; 5,70 
TTaiiXos-] praem. 6; 5,93 ctu] ctu Sł; 6,56 iaTpós-] prąciu, ó; 8,36 <|)OpTLOu] 
praem. tó 

Wortvarianten von M: 

1.12 ctck póv] *ctuv€tói'; 3,23-24 EL be und ei. be] v lbe bzw. i6e; 4,8 
eneLbay uPpLuaicriu] *xXeud£oui7L (siali koki Couctlu Kai V); 4.100 TÓve] 
TTÓT6; 6,13 di^epaiTTOy] oupamu; 6.79 fK^Tioy] Cn™y; 7,21 oube 
oupauoó] dyOpcńTmu: 8,39 mbripiou] aibr|pov: 9,30 €veL>Ti\r\aav] 
*eyeTrXr]poijy 

Fornwarianten von M: 

2,20 KaXfię] KaXei'; 3.7 e<j>0ey£aToi e<,b0eyyeTo: 3.19 'Opaę] "Opa; 4,68 
e^ex£(iv] €^€xeoi>\ 5,28 elbou tq] eióóuTa; 5,91 SeotToiiis - ! 0eoTroir|aT|b: 
6,65-66 t diy dySpiuTrwy] tou duSpeÓTTOU; 6,94 eTTLbei.KuuuTai] enrbeiKyuy" 
Te?; 9,21 irapayiyógenou] Trapayeuópeuou 
Veranderung der Wortfolge in M: 21 

4,37-38 tou uióy pou] pou tou uióu; 5,71 Kaiyd tó TrdyTa] Td 
TTdyTa kol ud 

Liicken von V: 

2.13 eKeiyp; 2,15-16 *oiKOUpeuq 6i.aXeyópeyoę: 2,16-17 *iua — piipaTa: 
3,2 ó 1 ; 3,31 bouAetas - — TTueupa 2 ; 3,36 *tó* — oubop.ou; 3,40 auTÓ; 
3,42-44 *TTpoeX«;3ey —AdpTTei (ohne eu FlepaiSi: vgl. 3,42); 4,12 eluai; 
4,23-24 *Kai 2 — eKppUTTe: 6,39-40 *eTU — (|)0apToi'ę; 6,44-45 *'Opas- — 
ktictis-; 6,69 *TOuę — CTaXeuopeuouę; 6,80 *'0 iaTpbę Taura; 6,83 
*’EKa0iaey — ”AXXoę-; 7,7 ottou uópos-; 9,3-5 *''Oray — KTiCTię; 9,15-16 
*OuKen — yiyovTai; 9,34-35 oubeubę — Kf<|xiXrj 

Zusatze von V; 

^ »^2 TT^eoy] add. ouu; 1,22-23 add. TTap(iKaXió: 2,12-13 6 und pli add. be; 
2,18 (J;aXpou] praem. tou; 2,23 pou] pou cfnycTi: 2,48 ou] add. ydp; 3,21 
dcprjKe ] d4)fjK-ev ouu; 3,45 prjpal add. touto; 3,50 eracrToę! add. ouu; 3,56 
Piipo] Tb pr)pa touto: 4,11 Md0el add. ouy; 4,16 eyKcópiu] dXX’ 
eyKiupia; 4,20 dpyby 2 ] add. Cpu; 4.45 bT7rjX0eu] add. ouu; 4,46 AeyouTa] 


21 ln den genami ten Fiillen solkę ein Kopist keinen Anlafi haben. in der 
Worlfolge von M etwas zu yeriindern. 
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praem. TÓy; 4,60 TfXoę] praem. to: 4,60 TTapaaKeupy] praem. irpóOecrty 
Kai; 4,89 TauTa] add. Se; 4,98 rr)y] praem. toi? Tramu; 5,28 ottó] add. 
youy; 5,28 fi8oy] add. TToXXÓKię; 5,49 Aeupol add. ouy; 5,55 oupayós-] 
praem. ó; 5,63 ae\ add. ofry ey<ń; 5,66 Kai] ’AXXa Kai; 5,86 eu8o0fy] 
add. ounny; 5,116 naiSeuto] add. kol 8iop0iu (vgl. 5,117); 6,14 KTL^ei] 
add. 8e TtdXiu; 6,28 "OTay] add. ouy; 6,89 lloioy] add. ouy; 7,2 lloia] 
add. ouy; 8,33 TTapaKaXei] add. ouy-. 8.42 "I ua] add. ouy; 8,48 fi add. 8e 
Wortvarianten von V: 

2,49 Trapa3rj 1,aL l TrapeX0fVy; 2,54 poui hutoD: 3,29 oupauou] ay0piuTTou; 
4,6 TauTa euT|x<i>y] upiu AaAulu touto; 4,13 peui yap; 4,69 
KaTe<])póur|CTay] ou KUTO<|)puuoyTai; 5,2 euia] rpy euuoiau (ser. Tpy 
euuoia); 5,7 ypacjja] yap c|)r|CTiu; 5,17 3u0ós4] 3d0o?; 5,61 uTTfp3oXp] 
uTrepoxÓ 

Formvarianten von V: 

1,3 Xu]iaLvó]jeyoy tt] 3XdcrTfjl Xupaiuoy tt)u 3Xdcrn-|u; 2,17 ó] tou (was 
grammatikalisch besser ist); 2,22 PouXr|Tai] 3ouXeTrn; 2,31 yAniTTaul 
yX(5CTCTay (mit Ausnahme des Ziiats in 2,19.23 folgt unser Text dem 
attischen Sprachgebrauch); 4,37 Xeyouaa] Xeyfr; 4,41 impey^l TTapeyet 
Kai Xeyei; 5,16 KaTa3r|Te] KaTa3rjt'ai; 9,10 dafAbouCTai! ei.CTfjA0ou Kai 
Veranderung der Wortfolge in V; 

2,3-4 *KaU — TTÓpur|y] transp. post 2,5 Xi)CTTr|U: 3,42 ywpul praem. Kay fv 
TTepatSi (=3,43); 4,75 tol? ipaTioLS' Toię crripLKOLS 1 ] tol? aripiKois- 
ipaTioię; 6,2 Kaiua to TrduToj Ta TtauTa Kaiua. 


Aus dieser Ubersicht iiber Sonderlesarten von M bzw. V wird zuglcich 
die Eigenart beider Texte deutlich. In M erkennl man vor allem das 
Bemiihen eine getreue Abschrift der Vorlage /.u liefern, auch wenn an 
einigen Stellen kleine Eingriffe wie ein zusiitzlichcr Artikel vorzuliegen 
scheinen. In V zeigt sich einerseits ein freierer Umgang mil der Vorlage, 
der sich z.B. mit der auffallig hautigen Zufiigung von ouu— veran- 
schaulichen laBt, anderseits viel weniger Sorgfalt beim Abschreiben der 
Yorlage. Beides muli nicht auf ein und denselben Schreiber zuriickgehen. 


GewiB ist ouu bzw. p£y ouu fiir diesen Text charakterisiisch. Dotli geht es 
m.E. zu weit. alle nur durch V bezeugten ouy dem Archetypus bzw. dem urspriingliehen 
Texl zuzuweisen. Denn dies hal etwas Unwalirscheinliches an sich: Nur an diesen ouu. 
nicht aber an anderen Charakieristika wiirde sich die groBere Nahe, die V zuin 
Ursprung besaBe. zeigen. 
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sondem kann ais Widerspiegelung von zwei oder mehr Kopiervorgangen 
in der Vorgeschichte von V begriffen werden. 

3. Die Handschrift des Trinity College in Cambridge (C) in ihrer 
Beziehung zum Modeli der Moskauer (M) und der Venezianischen 
Handschrift (V) 

Fallen schon beim Marcianus gr. 569 (V), einer kostbaren und 
prachtigen Handschrift, die vielen sprachgeschichtlich bedingten VerstoGe 
gegen die historische Orthographie, insbesondere Jotazismen und analoge 
Erscheinungen, auf, so treten die aussprachebedingten Abweichungen 
beim Cantabrigiensis (C), einem im Vergleich zu V hochst schlichten 
Kodex, noch deutlicher in Erscheinung. Hinzukommt die Tatsache, daB 
der Kopist von C nicht nur sehr oft keinen Akzent schreibt, sondem diesen 
sogar des ofteren auf die verkehrte Silbe setzt; letzteres tritt nach meiner 
Beobachtung in der handschriftlichen Uberlieferung selten auf. So liest 
man z.B. in 4,15 'Ayopaioę ohne jeden Akzent, in 2,7 dytńpaioiz und in 
4,18-19 bzw. 4,21 dyópaiou bzw. ayópaioę. Femer schreibt der Kopist, 
um nur einige Beispiele zu nennen, in 4,76 p-iAcoSpiSos 1 , in 5,2 cizia (sic) 
statt cv ia oder in 7,10 aacpeiai. Auch im Mosquensis (M) fehlt wie des 
ofteren bei uetustissimi der Akzent an einigen Stellen, an denen wir ihn im 
Cantabrigiensis (C) missen. Besonders hiiufig stimmt aber C mit dem 
Marcianus (V) in einem verkehrt gesetzten Akzent 23 bzw. in VerstoBen 
gegen die historische Orthographie iiberein; so liest man z.B. in beiden in 
3,34 ein duapto. Beide Kopisten schreiben ci Tię aus dem oft in diesem 
Text zitierten Paulusvers II Kor. 5,17 ais fins 1 . 24 Fiir KTiais 1 und KTĆ£eiiz 
findet man in C durchwegs, (sieht man von 6,29.30 EktioOti und 6,37; 
9,22.26, wo fiir KTiais ein KTiaris steht, ab), die Schreibung KTiais bzw. 
cKTT|oeiy, KTfjaou, KTr|a0ciaa. In 3,15 jedoch geht der Akzent von 
8atj;r|\ia in C und 8ai(nr|Xeiaiz in M und V vermutlich auf den 
“Archetypus” zuriick. 

Eine analoge Beobachtung kann man fiir das v e<f>e\KuaTLKÓiz machen. 
Der Kopist von C schreibt durchwegs bei den hier in Frage stehenden 
Flexionsendungen und Wortausgiingen ein Ny, auch wenn dieses 
iiberfliiBig ist; meist kommt er darin mit dem Schreiber von V iiberein, 


23 Vgl. z.B. den kritischen Apparac zu 4,1. 

24 Einzig im Tilel und in 5,13.34 liest man in C ein et ti?. Ein gemeinsames 
hTis- findet sich in 5,11.37.70; 6,1.44; 9,26.28.41. 
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auch wenn dieser nicht dieselbe Konsequenz zeigt. Da nun auch M an 
nicht wenigen Stellen zugleich mit C und V ein “nachgeschlepptes Ny” 
ohne jede verbindende Funktion bietet, ist zu vermuten. daB diese 
Erscheinung auf den “Archetypus” selbst zuriickgeht. In die Edition habe 
ich dieses Ny nicht aufgenommen; da es nicht sinnvoll ist, jede Atempause 
durch Komma zu kennzeichnen, sollte im allgemeinen dort, wo bei den 
betreffenden verbalen Formen ein Ny vor einem Konsonanten steht, eine 
solche gliedemde Pause angesetzt werden. 2S 

Sieht man von den bisher genannten Erscheinungen ab und wendet 
sich jenen Lesarten zu, denen bindende bzw. trennende Kraft eigen ist, 
dann zeigt sich, daB sowohl das Modeli von M und V ais auch C sehr oft 
an derselben Stelle sich ausschlieBende, doch “gute Lesarten” wiederge- 
ben, ohne daB man m.E. Argumente findet, die tur eine von beiden 
Traditionen eine groBere Nahe zum Ursprung beweisen. Weder laBt sich 
zeigen, daB C bzw. eine C vorausliegende Textgestalt die Quelle fur das 
Modeli von M und V gewesen ist, noch gibt es iiberzeugende Argumente 
dafiir, daB C sich von dieser M und V gemeinsamen Vorlage herieitet. Die 
Gestalt eines gemeinsamen “Archetypus” laBt sich zwar, wie weiter unten 
gezeigt werden soli, durch C, M und V gemeinsame “Fehler” bis zu einem 
bestimmten Grad herausarbeiten, doch iiber weite Strecken bleibt es offen, 
ob er mit dem Text von C oder mit jenem von M und V iibereinkommt; 
m.a.W. es liegt hier der typische Fali. ciner “offenen Rezension” vor, wie 
sie G. Pasąuali definiert hat. 26 

Einen Hinweis verdient die Tatsache, daB man in 3,32 in C statt pci£oi; 
Se ein pei^or-a liest, was sich am einfachsten ais ein Fliichtigkeitsfehler 
erkliiren laBt, wenn die Vorlage von C ein Unzialkodex gewesen ist. Denn 
dann konnte ein Delta (A) leichter mit einem Alpha (A) verwechselt 
werden. Mehr ais eine Vermutung kann dies nicht sein; und auch die 
Interpretation fiir eine analoge Erscheinung in der Yorlage von M und V 


25 Man vergleiche z.B. 3,10-13 oder 4,61 ea(jxxĘa-> und 8,19 dtTo<l>uy(ocHv. — Zu 
M sei angemerke, dass diese Handschrift an iiber zwanzig Stellen kein u e^cAKUcmicór’ 
iiberlieferl, obwohl dieses dort jeweils notwendig ist. Sollte in der Vortage von M das 
Ny hier jeweils mit einem leicht iibersehbaren hochgestellten waagerechten Strich 
geschrieben gewesen sein? 

26 Sloria della tradizione e crilicu cle! teslo, Firenze, 2 1952, 126. Man vgl. ebda, 
15-21, zur Frage: “Ci fu senipre un archetipo?" Fenter vgl. man G. Albetli, 
"Recensione cliiusa" e " recensione ciperta" in: Studi italiani di filologia classica, N.S. 
40(1968) 44-60. 
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in 4,79, namlich fur die Lesart fuyev(5a statt auyyeuLSa, dic oben 
gegeben wurde, 27 kann nur eine Vermutung sein. Beide Beobachtungcn 
zusammen konnten darauf hindeuten, dali sich die Aufspaltung der 
Uberlieferung spiitestens beim Translitterationsvorgang vollzog. 

Jene Lesarten, in denen C mit V gegen M iibereinkommt, sind nicht 
hinreichend gewichtig, um ein dreigliedriges Stemma anzusetzen: Es 
handelt sich um Varianten, denen keine trennende Kraft eignet. so daG, 
falls es sich nicht um zufallige Ubereinstimmungen zwischen C und V 
handeln sollte, 28 die Hypothese naheliegt, daG der Kopist von M hier 
korrigiert hat, m.a.W. daG es sich um archetypischen Varianten handelt. 
Sieht man von in der Aussprache gleichlautenden Formen ab, dann 
handelt es sich einzig um die foigenden Lesarten: 

1,5.16 TrapeCTKfuaCTpeyoi- 1 (bzw. — peuou?) M] TrnpaCTKeuaapeuou (bzw. 
— pei/ouę) CV; 2,9 óv tó M] outo C, dvTa tó V; 3,9 l i Aeyeis 1 , i!> 
'louSaie; Meya (Jjpoyeię M] Ti Xeyei. 6 *louóai'oę; *Meya cjjpoeei' C, 
TL X(fyei ?; 'O *louSai'os' peya ópoueL V; 3,10 0aXaTTae M] 0dXaaaay 
CV; 4,91 3flfTTi^r|Tai — eT7aipr|Tai M| Patm^eTai — eiraipeTai CV; 
4,100-101 yeyópeuoę M] yiuó|Lfeoę CV; 5,93 Sei om. CV; 8,29 eupey M] 
pupey CV. 

Ali diese Ubereinstimmungen konnen an sich Zufall sein. Anderseits 
sprechen auch jene Varianten, in denen C mit M gegen V iibereinkommt, 
nicht fiir ein dreigliedriges Stemma; die Sonderlesarten von V scheinen 
weitgehend auf eine bewuGte, wenn auch hochst oberfliichliche Redaktion 
zuriickzugehen. Die einzigen Stellen, an denen die Lesart von V gegen C 
und M notwendig scheint oder ist, findet man in 5,109; 6,49 und 9,8: In 
5,109 handelt es sich um das Subjekt b aump; an sich spricht nichts 
dagegen, hier angesichts der Eigenart der Sonderlesarten von V mit einer 
Konjektur dieser Uberlieferung zu rechnen. Anderseits darf man m.E. 
zurecht in Frage stellen, ob der Prediger angesichts des foigenden Zitats 
hier das Subjekt ausdriicklich auf der Ebene des Sprach/.eichens zum 
Ausdruck bringen muGte; darum und insofern sprach ich zuvor vom 
Schein der Notwendigkeit. Auch bei der Lesart von V in 6.49 ó ouTÓę 1 
la(3t sich nicht mehr sagen; sie verdient m.E. den Yorzug, ist aber an sich 


27 Vgl. S. 13. 

28 Gewiss zufallig isi es z.B., daB sowolil in C ais auch in V die Worte 8,49 a — 
mcrTeóeTe 2 fehlen. 
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nicht notwendig. Einzig in 9,8 wird man den Aorist 7Tepic3dXoirro von V 
dem Imperfekt von C und M vorziehen; doch diese Variante hat keinerlei 
bindende Kraft. Sollten diese Lesarten also zum urspriinglichen Text des 
“Archetypus” gehoren, so muB man hier dreimal mit einer zufalligen 
Ubereinkunft zwischen C und M rechnen. 

Vorlaufig scheint die Feststellung, es handele sich hier um eine sog. 
offene Rezension zweier Uberlieferungsstrange, die Grenze einer Rekon- 
struktion der Uberlieferungsgeschichte von CPG 4701 zu markieren, — 
vorliiufig. Denn eine kritische Edition jener anderen Texte, in denen C und 
M iibereinstimmen, kónnte neues Licht auf die Frage des Zusammenhangs 
von C und M werfen, zwei Zeugen, die im 10. Jahrhundert beide 
wahrscheinlich in Konstantinopel geschrieben wurden. lmmerhin handelt 
es sich um weitere siebeti Texte, die unter Umstanden die gleiche 
Uberlieferungsgeschichte gehabt haben. 29 

Sofem es sich bei der hier zu edierenden Homilie um eine sog. offene 
Rezension handelt, ware es angemessen, sie in einer zweispaltigen 
Ausgabe zu veróffenLlichen, und dies auch dann, wenn man an nicht 
wenigen Stellen der eincn Tradition gegeniiber der anderen einen 
gewissen Vorzug einraumen kann. Da eine solche Darstellungsweise 
jedoch ziemlich aufwendig ist, habc ich es dennoch gewagt, einen 
einspaltigen “Mischtext” herzustellen, d.h. einen Text, wie ihn der 
Philologe ais typisches Produkt der Kontamination durch laterale 
Uberlieferung fiirchtet. Doch mit einem Untcrschied: Ich habe im 
kritischen Apparat alle Lesarten der Seiteniiberlieferung, die an sich nicht 
zu verwerfen sind, durch einen Asterisk (*) gekennzeichnet. Ich habe dies 
getan, um Raum zu sparcn; denn eine dritte Moglichkeit hatte darin 
bestanden, den einen Uberlicferungsstrang in den Text, den zwei ten. 


29 Es handelt sich um die folgenden Homilien. wobei in der Klammer angegeben 
wird, um welchen Texi es sich im Aufbau des Mosquensis (M) und des Cantabrigiensis 
(C) handelt; die jeweils erste Zahl gibt die Zahlung bei Vladimir bzw. fur C von M. 
Aubineau nach CCC I wieder; falls eine zweite Zahl genanm wird, so bezielit sie sich 
auf die Zahlung der \óyot in den Handschriften sefbst: (1) CPG 4587 (M: 9, 0'; C: 29; 
auch in V iiberliefert: \y); (2) 4368 (M: 11, ia; C: 24, Kp); (3) 4697 (M: 43, |i9'; C: 
38); (4) 4576 (M: 47. vy'\ C: 36); (5) 4377 (M: 50, u?’; C: 27); (6) 4669 (M: 59, Sn'; C; 
34); (7) 4411: hom. 4 (M: 75, ttj'; C: 14, ty). Bei CPG 4565 handelt es sich um 
verschiedene Fassungen (M: 42, ]ip'; C: 5. c ). Der Pinax von M zufolge bestanden in 
einem friiheren Stadium noeh drei weitere Ubereinstimmungen zwischen C und M: (1) 
4414: hom. 1 (M: tp'; C: 15, ió'; (2) 4622 (M: tO'; C: 9, 0'); (3) 4583 (M: k'; C: 33). Vgl. 
auch den auf S. 8 genannten ehemaligen Codex Dresdensis A 66a. 
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sofem dessen Varianten an sich dem ersten gleichwertig sind, in einen 
Apparat zu setzen, der dann vor dem kritischen Apparat hatte stehen 
miissen. Die hier gewahlte Darstellungsmethode hat einen Vorteil; es laBt 
sich namlich in der Texfwiedergabe unterscheiden, daB einer Uber- 
lieferung nicht nur im allgemeinen trotz prinzipieller Gleichwertigkeit 
“groBere Nahe zum Ursprung” zukommt, namlich jener von M, sondem 
auch im einzelnen, d.h. bei den einzelnen Lesarten. So ist es nicht selten, 
daB fur jene Variante, die im Text erscheint, mehr spricht, daB sie die 
urspriingliche sein konnte, ais fiir jene, die nun mit einem Asterisk im 
kritischen Apparat erscheint; man beachte z.B. den Gebrauch des Wortes 
Stduota oder von p£u óbv, ohne daB man an den betreffenden Stellen ein 
entsprechendes KapSin oder per- verwerfen kann. Durch den Asterisk wird 
der Leser unmittelbar iiber den Status beider Lesarten, jener im Text und 
jener im Apparat, informiert: Es handelt sich um an sich gleichwertige 
Varianten einer sog. offenen Rezension, wobei jene im Text nicht selten 
eine gewisse Praferenz verdient. Ich habe hier davon abgesehen, diese 
Falle durch ein weiteres Zeichen hervorzuheben. 

Eine Bemerkung zu der bei J.-P. Mignę wiedergegebenen Edition von 
B. de Montfaucon. 

Wie bei der Beschreibung der Handschriften schon vermerkt wurde, 
geht diese Edition auf eine Kopie und lateinische Ubersetzung von W. 
Taylor zuriick. Dieser hat versucht, an verschiedenen Stellen den Text 
seiner Vorlage zu verbessem oder zu heilen. So liest man z.B. in 2,8 in C 
statt eines 'H yap ein EL yap; letzteres hat W. Taylor beibehalten und fiigt 
dann zwei Einschtibe an, die hier mit Klammem markiert werden: El yap 
(fl) euTĆkeia tou pa0r|Tou Sclio/uai Tf)v Sumptu tou SiSaoKakou, (ij 
euTekeia tou SiSaaicdkou) Sdicuucri 0eiou bv tó Kijpuypa. In 3,14 liest 
man den Zusatz 8ia0f|KT|S' zu uakaia? weder in C noch in einem anderen 
Zeugen. In 3,30 sah W. Taylor zurecht, daB hier in C das Priidikat fehlt: Er 
konjizierte ein elxe; in M und V liest man caxe. Eine analoge Konjektur 
in 3,39-40 erschloB den urspriinglichen Wortlaut zwar nicht, traf aber die 
intendierte Aussage. Es lassen sich noch weitere gelungene, 30 aber auch 
nicht gelungene Texteingriffe von W. Taylor nennen; zu letzteren zahlt 


30 


Vgl. 4,15; 4,82; 9,29. 
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insbesondere die von ihm in 4,28 nach dem Wort ywuipri vermutete 
Textliicke, da er das von C bezeugte e vó(j.lCg v beibehielt. 31 

4. Der “Archetypus” co. 

Auffallend ist in der handschriftlichen Uberlieferung von CPG 4701, 
um es paradox zu formulieren, etwas Unauffalliges, daS namlich alle drei 
Zeugen in bestimmten unauffalligen Punkten iibereinstimmen, an denen 
m.E. eine Korrektur angebracht ist; die wahrscheinlichste Hypothese 
diirfte jene sein, die annimmt, datł es sich hier um Lesarten handelt, die 
auf einen “Archetypus” to zuriickgehen, der sich jedoch wegen der 
genannten Tatsachen, die fur eine “offene Rezension” sprechen, bei den 
bisher gesicherten Erkenntnissen iiber C und M nicht mehr genau 
rekonstruieren laBt. Denn die relative Hiiufigkeit solcher Lesarten spricht 
gegen eine Erklarung durch den Begriff des Zufalls. 

Stellen, an denen m.E. eine Erganzung des Textes notwendig ist: 

In 2,32 findet man wahrscheinlich beim ersten Lesen die Aussage TTepi- 
4>dweiau lyuy TTpoyÓKow nicht eigentlich verkehrt: Doch welcher Genitiv 
ist hier gemeint, der subjektive Genitiv oder der objektive? Wćire es der 
erstere, dann stimmt diese Aussage nicht unmittelbar mit dem Kontext 
uberein, in dem es nur um die TTCpi^dr-eia des heidnischen Lehrers geht. 
Natiirlich kann diese auch aus dem Ansehen seiner “Altvorderen”, hier aus 
dem Ruhm seiner Schule und dereń Stifter, erwachsen. Doch kann man, 
wenn dies, wie es hier der Fali ist, zum Ausdruck gebracht werden soli, 
vom Ansehen dieses Lehrers “in Bezug auf seine Schultradition” sprechen 
und so ttc pilawem TTpoyówow ais objektiven Genitiv rechtfertigen? 
Meines Erachtens wird man dies nicht ohne weiteres ausschlieBen konnen. 
Nun heiBt es aber in unserer Predigt an einer anderen Stelle, an der eine 
analoge Relation dargestellt werden soli: inTpos 1 TToWaKis 1 cuyeWis 1 Kai 
7Tepi(f)ai/f|s-, €K TTpoyór-tor' cxtow TTepufjd^eiau (7,27-28). Hat man die Wahl 
zwischen einem Genitiv und dem prapositionalen Ausdruck, so verdient 
m.E. hier der zweite den Vorzug. 

In 2,49 iiberliefern die Handschriften EukoXou, doch fordert der 
Zusammenhang einen Komparativ wie EuKokiÓTepow. 

Angesichts des durchgiingigen Sprachgebrauchs der Predigt scheint es 
mir sinnvoll, in 3,28 nach cenę ein av hinzuzufiigen. 


31 Da in C die Worte aXX’ £TTei6r| — f|v von 4,49 fehlen, schrieb W. Taylor in 
4,49 Aid Tt oi>; ’Ett£i6t) ctktioottoiós’ V statt Aid tć; Owe eTTeidt) ktX. 
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In 3,46 fehlt offensichtlich eine Negation vor d4>Lr|criv. Nach den 
Regeln der Grammatik erwartet man in 3,53 eine pradikative Stellung des 
Demonstrativpronomens, auch wenn deutlich ist, daB zumindest die 
Kopisten unserer Handschriften dies nicht in ihrem Sprachgefiihl besitzen. 
Ein Tf]v nach Tain-pu kann in handschriftlicher Uberlieferung leicht 
verlorengehen. 

In 4,17 muB m.E. mit W. Taylor statt eines awayei ein awaycis' 
geschrieben werden. 

In 4,80 und in 5,80 ist das Wort “mir” jeweils stark betont. Die 
Handschriften iiberliefern jedoch ein unbetontes poi. Wahrscheinlich ist 
im “Archetypus” das Epsilon von epoi ausgefallen. 

In 5,60 fehlt, so wie es auch W. Taylor beurteilt hat, eine Aussage, die 
auf die Antwort Mf) |iaivop.ai in 5,62 Bezug nimmt. W. Taylor fiigte ein 
pi) pamou ein; ich schlage ein Me ppm? vor. 

In 5,65 erwartet man ein Aeyeis'; die Handschriften iiberliefern jedoch 
Aeyei bzw. Ou Xeyet TTau\os\ Letzteres gehort zu den fiir V typischen 
Versuchen, den Text zu gliitten. 

In 6,39 und in 6,40 ltegt m.E. jeweils eine Liicke vor, die ihren Grund 
in einem “saut du meme au meme” hat. Beider Wortlaut laBt sich mit 
hoher Sicherheit erschlieBen. 

In 6,85 liest man ais konjekturalen Zusatz Worte aus dem Propheten 
Micha (7,2), die sich in allen drei Zeugen in AnschluB an Oseas 4,2 in 
6,87 finden, wo ich sie in Athetese gesetzt babę. 

In 7,16 scheint mir eine Frage unvollstiindig uberliefert; ich habe sie 
durch ein TTOiel ó cra/np aufgefiillt. 32 

In 7,18 ist C der einzige Zeuge. Man liest in ihm statt eines tAv 
voor|póv ein tó yoaripóiA Es handelt sich hier somit zwar um eine 
konjekturale Erganzung, doch wird man den zu heilenden Lesefehler kaum 
im “Archetypus” anzusiedeln haben. 

In 8,1 kann die Zufiigung des Artikels vor uópos 1 , angeregt durch den 
Kontext, 33 angezweifelt werden: Gemeint ist gewiB die Thora, d.h. nicht 
Gesetz schlechthin, nicht ein Gesetz im Unterschied zu anderen. In diesem 
Sinn wiirde christlicher Sprachgebrauch auch vor Geó? den Artikel 
fordem; m.E. aber wiire dies ein nicht mehr zu rechtfertigender Eingriff. 
Dann aber stellt sich selbstverstandlich die Frage, ob nicht im christlichen 

32 Vgl. da 7.11 die Lesart 6 CTuiTrp von V in 5.109: oben S. 18. 

33 Vgl. auch die Parallelen in CPCi 4735. 
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Kontext auch wSpo? fiir Gottes Gesetz absolut gebraucht werden kann, 
ohne zu einem MiBverstandnis zu fiihren. 

In 9,33 scheint im “Archetypus” zumindest ein riickwarts weisendes 
Demonstrativpronomen wie touto ausgefallen zu sein. 

In 9,40 fehlt ein Pradikat wie ex a • 

Im Text vermutete Liicken des Archetypus, die nicht mittels diuinatio 
geschlossen wurden: 

Eine Liicke, bei der ich von einer Konjektur absah und sic darum mit 
Asterisk kennzeichnete, liegt m.E. in 5,43 vor: Es geht um den Gegensatz 
von Wort und gedanklichem Inhalt, von rein auBerem Sprachzeichen 
einerseits und von auf Wahrheit bezogenem Denken anderseits. In der 
Uberlieferung von M wurde das Problem gesehen, doch m.E. nicht gelost. 
Man konnte natiirlich vorschlagen, davon auszugehen, daB in M die Worte 
prrd da<f>aXeias- und pcTa euKokias- einzig ihren urspriinglichen Ort 
vertauscht haben, z.B., weil sowohl aXXd Tn i>of)paTa ais auch pcTa 
euKokias 1 in der Vorlage ais zwei Verbesserungen in mar ginę nebeneinan- 
der geschrieben standen und der Kopist von M (oder ein Vorganger) nicht 
begriffen hat, daB es sich um zwei Varianten handelt, denen jeweils ein 
anderer Platz im Text zukommt. Aber auch unter dieser Voraussetzung, 
die m.E. plausibcl ist, liiBt sich nicht kliiren, ob peTa euKokias' auf den 
“Archetypus” zuriickgeht und wegen des Gleichklangs im Auslaut von 
euKokias 1 und aa^nkeiaę zweimal unabhiingig votieinander in der hand- 
schriftlichen Uberlieferung ausgefallen ist, namlich in C und in V, oder ob 
peTa euKokias 1 das Resultat der diuinatio eines Lesers oder Schreibers ist. 
Fiir letzteres spricht, ohne ein durchschlagendes Argument zu sein, die 
Tatsache, daB die negative Konnotation, die an dieser Stelle auf Grund des 
Gegensatzes zur do^akcia twv lzoppaTmiz mit einer euicokia tu>v pripÓTcoiz 
verbunden ist, sich deutlich gegen die cukoMci des Predigers in 1,4.23-24 
bzw. seiner Lehre in 5,23-24 abhebt. 

In 8,40 fehlt sicher ein Pradikat; W. Taylor hat deshalb statt des nup 
Knioy ein TTUp Kati^ geschrieben. 

Auf Grund des Kontextes kann man vermutcn, daB nach 5,101 naSos' 
eine Uingere durch ein Homoioteleuton bedingte Liicke vorliegt, sofern in 
C zwei Mai das auffallige cwra und nicht aijTÓ wie in der lateralen 
Tradition steht. Der verlorengegangene Text hiitte dann TTOpizciaę ccttl 
TTaSos 1 , KkoTTrjs' ean TTa0oę gelautet. 

In Athetese ist m.E. in 2,8 das Wortchen yap zu setzen; es wurde an 
dieser Stelle gut passen, wenn es sich beim Kontext nicht um einen 
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fingierten Dialog, sondeFn um ein Soliloquium des Predigers handelte. So 
aber braucht das Kausale, das in der Antwort auf die Frage nach dem 
Warum liegt, auf der Ebene des lautlichen Zeichens gar nicht zu 
erscheinen, oder es wird, falls es ausgedriickt werden soli, mit einem on, 
otc, ĆTiet, ^TTa8f| oder einer verwandten Konjunktion wiedergegeben. 
Wahrscheinlich hat ein Kopist, der die dialogische Struktur nicht begriffen 
hat, hier ein yap interpoliert, ein Wortchen, bei dem man sehr oft in 
Textiiberlieferungen, insbesondere von Predigten, den Eindruck gewinnt, 
daB es nachtraglich hinzugefiigt wurde. 

Durch Unterstreichung eines Buchstaben bzw. mehrerer wird im 
edierten Text darauf aufmerksam gemacht, daB an dieser Stelle eine 
konjekturale Anderung vorliegt, 34 wobei selbstverstiindlich von all jenen 
Fallen abgesehen wird, in denen es nur um eine Berichtigung der 
Orthographie geht; insbesondere Jotazismen und verwandte Erscheinun- 
gen 35 werden also nicht gekennzeichnet. 36 So ist in 6,97 durch Unter¬ 
streichung gekennzeichnet, daB der Archetyp hier im konsekutiv 
gebrauchten Infinitiv keinen Akkusativ (nuTÓu tou laTpóu), sondem einen 
Genitiv (atJTOU tou laTpou) wiedergab, der in der gemeinsamen Vorlage 
von M und V zu einem auTou tou TTaSous 1 veriindert worden war. 

In 4,36 scheint der “Archetypus” kein eiaTf|iceaau mit der fiir das 
Plusquamperfekt typischen Endung k eonu iiberliefert zu haben, sondem 
eine iiquivalente Form mit der Endung Kpoau oder Kfiaau. 3 ? In 5,8 ist der 
Akkusativ Scapa bei einem Verb, das einen doppclten Akkusativ mit sich 


34 Damit greife ich eine Anregung von P- Maas, Texikritik, Leipzig, 4 1952, 15, 
auf, der solche Konjekturen des Herausgebers durch Kursivdruck kennzeichnen will. 
Da nun die Kursive hier wie allgemein den Zitaten vorbehalten ist, schien mir die 
Unterstreichung eine Altemative. 

33 Solche Varianten kónnien, da sie in allen drei Zeugen auftreten, an sich auf 
den Archetyp w zuriickgehen: So liest man z.B. in 2,2-3 in C und M ein ix0uotróXr| y 
und in V ein ix0uOTró\u', in allen drei in 3,10 statt Mwwei: ein Mwiiafj, in 4,94 
anopa\ias\ in 8,27 in C und M ein dtciAiStoTOu, in V ein ataAiboTou, schliefilich in 
8,43 statt eines oi/nos- ein otrro?. 

36 So habe ich z.B. in 6,48 der durch das d von C nahe gelegten Lesart f| vor 
einem Tt der lateralen Uberlieferung den Vorzug gegeben und nichi unierstrichen. 

37 Vgl. 1,18 ĆCTTr|KÓTa; 4,21.32.34 eiCTTf|ica. In 2,27 und 4,15 bietet C ein 
earriKUiS'. wahrend M und V das Wurzelperfekt eoTUS 1 wiedergeben. Alle drei Zeugen 
emhalten in 4,10 den Infinitiv eoTciuaL dieses athematischen Perfekts. Ob nun C oder 
M mit V in 2,27 und 4,15 den Vorzug vęrdienen, laBt sich auf Grund der Situation einer 
sog. offenen Rezension nicht entscheiden. 
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fiihren kann, sofem es ein “Anziehen, Bekleiden” und Analoges bedeutet, 
zu rechtfertigen. 

In 3,59 schcint m.E. der Sprachgebrauch ein ćk und kein cis zu 
fordem, obwohl auch ein ds, sobald damit nicht mehr Richtung und Ziel 
einer Bewegung assoziiert wird, es also m.a.W. einem gleichwertig ist, 
durchaus begreiflich ist. Nun aber sind in der Unzialschrift ds und ck 
leicht miteinander zu verwechseln, und man kann die Frage stellen, ob 
nicht im “Archetypus” ein ck airrou tou ttu0|ićix>s zu einem clę auTÓr- 
toi; TTuSpći^a verlesen wurde. 

Im Text durch ein kritisches Zeichen nicht gekennzeichnet ist die 
Vertauschung der Reihenfolge bei unmittelbar nebeneinander stehenden 
Worten. So iiberliefem alle Zeugen in 2,27 nicht die Wortfolge 
StSaaicakos ns, sondem tls SiSaaicakos, und zwar lautet die Frage in M 
und V: “21ós 8c tls ó SiSaaicakos;”, in C jedoch “'O ctós 8e tls 
SiSaaicakos;”. 38 

Eine letzte Variante, die auf den Archetypus zuriickweist, sofem sie in 
allen drei Zeugen auftritt, und wegen der zu C und besonders zu V 
genannten “verkehrten Akzente” 39 Erwiihnung verdient, stellt 8[8or>Ta ais 
Proparoxytonon in 9,20 dar. 

Uberblickt man die genannten Lesarten, die in allen drei Handschriften 
ais mehr oder weniger starkę und deutliche Verderbnisse auftreten, dann 
kann dies, quantitativ gesehen, kein Zufall sein: Die ein oder andere der 
genannten Varianten mag mehr ais einmal in der handschriftlichen 
Uberlieferung entstanden sein und darum zufallig in dieser Listę gelandet 
sein; dies fur alle anzunehmen, scheint nicht plausibel. M.a.W. obwohl C 
einerseits und M mit V anderseits vorlaufig 40 auch dann, wenn M eine 
gewisse Praferenz verdient, fiir uns zwei grundsatzlich gleichwertige 
Textiiberlieferungen sind, zeigt sich auf Grund der Hiiufigkeit kleinster 
gemeinsamer “Fehler”, die keiner der Kopisten getilgt hat oder durch 
einen weniger erfolgreichen Eingriff verschwinden lieB, der gemeinsame 
“Archetypus” to. 


38 Die Frage, ob auch in 2,14 eine analoge Veranderung der Wortfolge vorliegt, 
ob namlich ein Aid touto 8 f) den Vorzug vor dem iiberlieferlen Aid 8r) tocto verdieiu, 
ist m.E. mit Nein zu beantworten. Vgl. CPG 4414, hom. 1. 

3 9 Vgl. S. 16. 

40 Vgl. obenS. 18-19. 
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Die strukturelle Relation 41 der drei Zeugen C, M und V kann man, 
obwohl es sich hier um den Fali einer sog. offenen Rezension handelt, auf 
die folgende Weise yeranschaulichen: 


M 


(a) 


C-(b)-(c)-(d)-V 


Die Frage nach dem “Archetypus” zielt auf die Bestimmung jenes 
Punktes, von dem aus sich die slrukturelle Relation historisch ais 
Nacheinander darstellt, m.a.W. auf den hin sie orientiert ist. Wenn man 


41 Z nr Umerscheidung zwisclien Stammbaum und Struktur sowie zur Termino¬ 
logie vgl. bes. A. Dees, Over stambomen vun handschriften, in: Forum der Letteren 18 
(1977) 63-78; ders., Ecdotiąue et informaliąue , in: Actes du XVIII e Congres Interna¬ 
tional de Linguistique et de Philologie Romanes. Universite de Treves (Trier). 1986. 
publies par D. Kremer, Tome VI, Tiibingen, 1988. 18-26. A. Dees hat vor allem durch 
den Begriff der Quadrupel (yiertal) den durch J. Froger verbesserten Ansatz von Dom 
Quentin methodisch praktikabel gemacht. Zur Definition der Quadrupel, dereń 
Verstiindnis bei A. Dees der Intuition des 1-esers uberlassen ist, vgl. vom Verf„ 
Ordinateur et Stemmatologie. Une consiellation contaminee dans urte tradition 
grecąue , in: Distribulions spatiales et temporelles, constellations des manuscrits, Etudes 
de variation linguistiąue offertes a Anthonij Dees, Textes prćsentes par P. van Reenen 
et K. van Reenen-Stein, Amsterdam — Philadelphia, 1988, 265-277; von dems., 
Editioustechnik ohne “Trenu- und Bindefehler" . in: JOB 39 (1989) 51-52; Dom J. 
Forger. La methode de Dom Quentin, la inethode des distanc.es ei le probleme de 
coniaminalion, in: La pratique des ordinaleurs dans la crilique des texies (Collot]ties 
lnternationaux du C.N.R.S., 579), Paris, 1979, 13-22. 
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nun trotz offener Rezension hier einen “Archetypus” aufweisen kann, 42 
dann ist dieser selbstverstandlich einerseits mit keinem der drei Zeugen 
identisch, kann aber anderseits an sich ais Orientierungspunkt fur das 
Stemma noch an vier Punkten der Struktur situiert werden: Er kann 
entweder jener Punkt sein, in dem die Linien der veranschaulichten 
Struktur aufeinanderstoBen (c), oder einer jener Mittelpunkte auf den 
Linien zwischen diesem und den drei Zeugen (a, b, d). Nun soli sich aber 
der gesuchte “Archetypus” co zum einen von jenem Modeli, das M und V 
gemeinsam ist, unterscheiden, da dieses sich eindeutig von der Textgestalt 
von C abgrenzt; und zum anderen soli, wie oben gezeigt wurde, ein 
dreigliedriges Stemma ausgeschlossen scin. Wegen der zuletzt genannten 
Bedingung kann (c) nicht mit co identisch sein; wegen der erst genannten 
ist aber (c) jener Punkt, der strukturell die M und V gemeinsame Vorlage 
darstellt. Dann aber fallt co mit (b) zusammen. Es ergibt sich das folgende 
einfache Stemma: 


10. Jhdt. 



Translitteration 


42 Zum unterschiedlichen Gebrauch dieses Terminus vgl. mail z.B. die 
Bemerkungen von J. Irigoin, Quetques rćflexions sur le concepi d'archźtype, in: Revue 
d’histoire des textes 7 (1977) 235-245. 
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CPG 4701 In illud: Itaąue, si ąuis in Christo, noua creatura (II Cor. 5,17) 

Tou outou 

elę tó f)r|TÓu tou dTroaTÓXou tó 
'Tkrre el ti? eu Xpicmp Kaiur] ktiois" 

Ta dpxaia TTaprjX0eu, ISou yeyoue tó TrduTa Kaiua. 

1. TToXXri p£u yr|TTÓuco Trpo0upia KaTa|3aXciu tó crrreppaTa, ener 
8av tt^u apoupau eKK£Ka0appeur|u i8q Kai pr|T£ aKau0cou TTXf]0os' 
Xupaiuóp£uou TTj (3XaaTi] tou (^uopćucou, pf|T£ XL0ou auTiKpououTa 
to apÓTpur ttX£iiou 8e euKoXia to X£youTi KaTa[3aX£iu tou Xóyou, 
5 CTTeiSau aKpoaTf|u TTapfaKfuaapfuou 0faaT|Tai. 'Opco ydp tt)u 

dpoupau 6KKeKa0appeuT|u Kai ouSapou aKau0au (3XaaTÓuouaau. 
”AKau0a 8f óoti tou ttAoutou f] cfjpouTis - aTTOTTuiyouaa tou 
X óyou. TauTa Xeyco, ouk eTTeiSr) ou TTapeiai ttAouoioi, aXX’ £ttci8t|, 
Kdu TTapcoai ttAouoioi, Tf|u tou TT£ur|rau 4>iXoao4>iau łu to Xóyco 
10 Trjs 1 aKpodaecos- fmSfiKuuuTai - ou ydp tou AfyouTos - XP eLa póuou, 
aXXa Kai tou chjuctios - aKououToę - dpcf>ÓT£pa ydp f] ypacf>f) 

£m£r|T£i, aocpdu 8i8daKaXou Kai ctuu£tóu aKpoairiu, lua pf] 6 
TTÓuoę ó ripeTepo? TTfpiTTÓs - f| Trj pąOupią tou aKouóurau. 'H ydp 
^pouTis 1 ouk dcf>ur|aiu eię ttiu 8iduoi.au fpuiiTTeiu Ta Afyópfua, 

15 aXX’ aTToauXą tt)u yucópriu tcou aKouóuTiuu. 

'EttTi ouu aTTauTa? ópco TTapcaKeuaapeuouę (to płu ydp 

aTTÓppT|Ta Trjs- Siauoias - ouk łmaTapai, ĆKaaTou 8c Ta óppaTa 

TTepiepyaCopai) Kai Ta pXć(f>apa K^paTa £cnr|KÓTa ópco Kai tó 
aTpfpfs tou oppaTos tó doaAfUTou Trjs Siauoias r)pi'u £pcf>aiuou 
20 Kai ĆKaaTou tt)u Siauoiau aTtr|XXaypeuT|u duo tou |3uotlkcou 

c^pouTiSiou, póuou fKaaTou touto aKOTTOuuTa, touto Xoyi£ópfuou, 
8 tt cos* Se^TiTai Ta Afyópfua, eiri ttAćou owTfimrc eauTcou tt)u 

Siauoiau - dTTAtóaaTC tou kóXttou Tfjs (jruxTis coot£ peT’ cukoAIos 
K aTa(3Xr|0fjuai Ta ctttć ppaTa. Aid ydp paKpou tou xpóuou em tt)u 
25 TTauXou TpÓTre^au tt)u yAioTTau d(f>eiuai pouAopai Kai tou 

ayopaiou ćkcluou ds peaou ayayciu Tfjs £KKXr|aias' ou ydp 
TTauaopai outcos outou koAiou, tou i8iunr|u, tou dcrripou, tou 
ayeufj, tou oktiuottoióu. TauTa pou Ta TTXeoueKTr|paTa, toutó pou 
Ta eyKiópia, oti toioutous exw 8i8aaKaXous, ou (3 hotikois 

30 TTX£oueKTr)paaiu, dXXa TTufupaTiKois KaTop0iópaai XapTTouTas - . 
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2. ’Edn flmj i 6 "EXXr|n' «Ttna ^x ei S' Si8aaKaXon;», Xeyco 
auTco - «Tón aKT|no7Toión.» «Kal Tina dXXon;» — «Tón Ix0uotuó 
Xr|v.» — «Kai Tina aXXon;» — «Ton tg Xdjnr|n.» — «Kal Tina 
dXXon;» — «Trin TTÓpnrin.» — «Kai Tina aXXon;» — «Ton 

5 Xi]CTTrin.» — «Kal T[na aXXon;» — «Tou? |idYou$\» Kai ouk 
ĆTT aiaxwo[iai, a\X’ eyKaWtoTTiCoiiai. 

«’EYKaXXcom£q 8iSaaKaXon aYopaton exton;» — «Kai TTanu;» — 
«Aia tL;» — «'H fydp] eirreXcia tou pa0r|Tou SeiKnuai TT)n Suną 
pun tou 8i8aaKaXou Kai SaKuuai 0eion on tó KripuYpa. K’ L Y^P 
10 Kai dn0pa)7TOi auTÓ[n] KaTT|YY ei ^ av '- aXX’ ouk an0pioTTOi auTÓ GUpon- 
ei y“P KaL dn0paiTTOi auTÓ ccmeipau, dXX’ ouk an0pioTToi auTÓ 

£y£vvr\oav. Ol an0pioTToi ópYana, 8 0fóę TfxEiTr|S" outoi Ki0apa, 
^ x eL P "H KpaTaia ÓKeluri Tr^n neupdn eKiur|acu.» 

Aid 8f) touto Kai ó TTpo^riTTis- fKelnos 1 , KaiToi yc Saatkeiię uin 
15 Kai TTOp4>npi8a TTepiBff^ripiuos- Kai 8id8i"|p.a TTepiKflpLfuos-, oiKoupe- 
n^ 8iaXfYÓp.enos\ KaTaXiTT(nn tt|u 4>auTaalan rpn puoTiKr|n, ina pr| 
Ti? noplcnj oti d3a^LXeucren t koto to pfyiaTa t, — ó Aaul8 
\ćyio, dpxó[ifnoę tj;aXpou ouTmę eXeYfn - « 'E^ripcu^aro i) KapSia 
pou Aóyou ayadów Ałyco łyd) ra epya pov raj flacnAei. 'H yAdiood 
20 pou KÓAapoę ypapparłtoę .» Aia ti KaXapón KaXeiS‘; «"Ina p-dOr)? 
oti ouk epa Ta YP^l-LpaTa, aXXa Tfjs 1 KaTCxoucrr|S' 8e£ids" 6 y^P 

KaXapoę ouk dtp’ eauTou Ypótf* 1 - aXX’ ottgp an |3ouXT|Tai f] KaTe - 

Xouaa x c LP- Kai łj yAcoooa pou KÓAapóę fcmu - KaTex CL Y^p 
aur^n tó TTueupa tó dYion.» 

25 "Otou obv keyr\ aoi ó "EXXr|U‘ «Tis' aou ó 8i8aaKaXos';», pif) aE 
axńnou pr|8e epuOpla, aXXa Xe yc «'0 aicrinoTToiós' ó ÓYOpaioę, ó 
gtt’ aYOpas' ecmóę, ó SeppaTa pd-nrion. 'O aoę 8e 8i8aaKaXo<r ti?; 
nXaTton, TTuOaYÓpas" ouk aYOpaios 1 , aXXa <J)iXóao4>os'.» El 8e keyu 
eyd)' «'0 aoę 5\.bdamkoę Tię; <Pikóao(Poę. 'O aoę 8i8aaKaXoę 
30 GiJTTaTp[8T|S', ó aoę 8i8aaKaXoę -nAouaios-, ó aoę 8i8aaKaXoę 
YXtoTTan cytssu fiKonripenrin, ÓTTep tous' TTOTapoiis 1 prań, Tipfjs 1 duo - 
Xańion, TTepi(f>dnfian cxton <gk> TTpoYÓnton, TTanTaxou Tipiópenoę - ó 
epóę TdnanTia», ou 4>ancpa fipin n'iKT| Y LU, f Tai : nwę; "Oti ó 
aYOpaios' TÓn ^iXóao(f>on óniKT|aen, ó TTĆnris- Ton TiXoucrion, ó 
35 aYXa)TTOS' TÓn uTTep tou? TTOTapou? póonTa, ó paaTiYoupenoę TÓn 
pr|8cn TTaaxonTa. ’AntópaXos- f] TTapdTaęis 1 , ina XapTTpÓT6pon tó 
T pÓTTaion yći^toi. ZoXoik1^gi 6 cprię, ottikLCgi ó aóę • 6 ooXoiki 



30 


Kań-Hemz Uthemann 


£tov tóu dTTiKięoirra eulKriaeu. XoXolkI£cl Triu- yXd>TTau, dXXd 

<J>iXoaoc|>ci tt] Siauola- ou xP e >-a^ frnpaTCou, aXXa Sćopai 

40 uoriparau. 

'O £póę tóv aov euiKr|acu. TTcos 1 ; 'O 18hótt|s- tóu <J>iXóao(f>ou, ó 
dypoiKoę tóu prjTopa. «Kal ttó0cu,» 4>r|CTLv, «8fjXou otl ći/iKT|acu;» 
’ĄyaiCTXw"e, oux opa? Td TTpdypaTa poioirra; TTou TTXdTiuu; OOSa 
pou. TTou TTauXoę; ’Eu tois - aTrduTiuu aTÓpaaiu. TTou ITXdTtou; 
45 ZealyTyrai Kai Xr|6r| TTapaSeSoTai. TTou 8e TTauXos-; Trf> |3aaiXi8a 
Ka7ĆXa(3<r 'Pcópipu, % oux'i póuou £cov cKpaTa, dXXa Kai TfXeu-rr|- 
aaę TTepiylucTai - aTTĆ0auc 70 crcopa, Kai £rj 70 Ttucupa - 8icaTTda0p 
6 xóp"n?. Kai Ta ypappaTa - ou pćAaui eyćypa-nro, a7Ud 

m/eupan ćcmpiKTo. E ukoX<cótc p>ou tóu t]Xlou Trapapfiuai. f| Ta 
50 TTauXou pppaTa. Tl ydp 4>r|aiu ó x«P LCT( ipeuos- auTto xd pripaTa; 
«'0 oupauóę Kai p yp napcAouaouTai. oi Si Aóyoi pou ou pp 
TrapeAdaxTLu.» El pipaTa ćcm <j;iXd, eXcy£ou - cl 8c TTpdypaTa 
ćcttlu, TTpoaKuuriaou. «'O oupauóę Kai p yfj napeAcuaouTai, oi Si 
Aóyoi pou ou pf) napiAdcoau'.f> EuKoXu>Tcpou tóu t]Xiou apea0f|Uai 
55 Kai 7Óu oupauóu d4>auia0fluai f| Ta pf)|ia7a tou ćpou Scottótou 
Ka7aXu0fluai. 

Kai papTupcl toutols 1 tcuu TTpaypa7Lou t] TTeipa Kai tou xpóuou 
76 prjKoę Kai tlou 7ToXepouuTcou al c(f>o8oi. To ydp 8p OaupaaTÓu 
otl ou póuou ou KaTcXu0r|, aXX’ 8tl Kai TToXepoupeuoę TTepiyluc- 
60 tol. 

3. TTpóacxf M-CTa dKpipclas- co Xćyto. 'E^Ocy^aTo TTauXos-, ecf> 
dćyĘaro 'Icodwris 1 , ó dXicuę Kai cuayyfXiaTr|S', 8 pl^aę- tó Slktuou 
K ai Xa(3tou tó cuayyćXiou, ó a^ls 1 tou KÓXapou tou dXieuTiKÓu 
Kai peTaxeLpLadpcuos- tou Xóyou tou 8i8aaKaXiKÓu. Tl ć4>0ćyęaTO 
5 Kai tl cIttcu ó aAieóę; v I8wpcu cl dXLĆcus' Ta pf|paTa. Kai 

dXiecoę, Kai oux dXićcos" aXić(oę pću, gtt e l8t^ tó arópa ckcluo 
e4)0ey£aTo- oux dXićo)s- 8ć, eTTa8r) TTucupaTO? f|u Ta pfipaTa. Tl 
yap 4>r|aLU; « 'Eu apxp pv ó Aóyoę, Kai ó Aóyoę tfu npóę tóu dcóp 
Kai 6 cóę ffi> ó Aóyoę. » El Xćycię, U) ’lou8alc; Mćya 4>poi'els' cttI 

10 Mcouael, otl tt|u 0aXaTTau eaxLacL^ Kai tó TTĆXayoęr 8 lclXc Kai 

^ppai^cu Kai tóu dćpa |LCTĆ|3aXcu Kai ttćt pau ć^Tepeu Kai pduua 
KaTf|ueyKeu Kai ttóXcls' auTauSpouę Ka0elXcu Kai TToXćpouę x (l) P L S' 
ottXiou eiAKT|aeu; Aid touto pćya 4>pouel'ę; "Akouoou, tl peu 

Mwuoris' cIttcu, tI 8c ó aXicuę, lua !8r)ę tI Tmoxcla TTaXaias- Kai 
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15 tl Sa^iXeia xópLToę. Ti etac Majuafj?; « Ek apxfj enoirjOCK ó 
6eoę tok ovpavói> Kai tt)k yrjK.» Tl 8c ó aAicus - ; OuSapou nOpai 
tó «ĆTTOir|CTfu», aWd tl; «Ek apxfj Ąk ó Xóyoę, Kai ó Xóyoę fjp 
npóę tok 6cók.» 'Ekciuos 1 aTTo KTiupanou apxeTai. Kai oŁto? d-rro 
toO 8r|pioupyou. 'Opas 1 , Truję ut|ir|AÓTepou duapaluci MajUcretoę; 
20 v Hkoixt 6 Mmuaeioę Aeyomoę oti tok oupaKÓK CTToipocK 6 dcóę 
a^fjKt tóu oupauóu Kai dvć[3r| duiÓTtpov dnriuTTiaau aimo 
ayycAoi, Kai TTapeSpapcu- apxdyyeAoi, Kai TTapfj\0ev Ta x e P 01J 3lp, 
Kai ouk eaTT) tKci. TTou Tpćxeię; «"ETepóu tl c tt l^t|t d>. El 8ł Ta 
Xfpou|3lp Xap.TTf l, aXX’ epya tarw el 8t Ta aepacjdp ciSti, a\Xd 
25 auuSouAa pou elaiu.» Tl Cpnię; ki 8ć apxal Kai KupiÓTT|Tf?, Kai 
rauTa SouAa' Kai raura Sr|pioupyf)paTa. El 8e e^oualai, Kai 
TauTa TToir|paTa. Hou aTTepxir «Autóu Cn™ tóu 8T|pioupyóu, 
outóu tóu ópoouaiou tio uaTpl. Ouk d4>lcrrapai, cwę iaw auTÓu 
eupio wę dv0pijÓTTco eupfiu SuuaTÓu. Miuucrfjs' irfpl oupauou elatu, 
30 Kai eTTauaaTo - ou ydp Zoye tó wcupa o ćyu> cxw (ou ydp 
£Xaj3cTc TTKeupa SouXciaę cię (frófioK, dXX ’ cXd/3cTc TTKcupa 
viodeoiaę — cię inraKOi)K nioTcoję ')' pci£ou 8e emaTtu0r|U eyu>. 
Aid touto ó ^aTOTTis 1 pou dvw0ev kótio KaTepp, lua eyiii 
KÓTUiOeu auuj dua3tii.» Ti £r|Tfię; «Autóu tóu 8T|pioupyóu. "Otou 
35 eupio, TÓTf i(TTapai.» Eupeu, Kai n Atyei; «Ek apxrj Ąk ó 
X óyoę.y> OuSapou tó «ÓTToir|acu»' ouSapou tó «tyfueTo»' ou ydp 
TTfpi STipioupynpdTwi/ f] SLSaaKaAla. ’l8ou ó Aóyoę. 'L'k dpxtj $k 
ó Xóyoę. 

TTóctoi Tupauuoi, e^ÓTc f4>0ey£aTo ó aAitu? tó pfjpa touto, ttó - 
40 aoi Srjpioi, ttóctol "EWpues 1 CTTtxelpO CTai ' auTÓ f£aAci(|iai, Kai ouk 
iaxucrav; ’AW’ ottou av aTTeAS^s 1 , aKoucię oti ’Ek apxo Ąk ó 
Xóyoę~ Kau óu x^PP. cv TTÓAei, TTpoeAaSeu Ek apxfj i)k ó 

Xóyoę. Kai cv TlepalSi Kai eu ’lu8la Kai eu Trj MaupiTauwu 
Xwpą Aapuei tó pfjpa touto pALou (^auepiÓTepou. 'O płu ydp 
45 f^Aioę cv ópćpą 4>alvei, tu uuktI 8 c KpuTTTtTai* tó 8e prjpa Kai 
łu uuktI tt)v eaurou AapTtr|8óua <ouk> d^Lpaiu, Kai Tfl eKÓaTou 
Stayolą óyyóypaTTTai, ’ĄTTĆ0autu ó ypai^as 1 , Kai tó pfjpa Adpnti - 
tó aiopa 8l6Au9t| tou eLTTÓUTos 1 . Kai tó pfjpa uttc p tóu f|Aiou 
aKpaCei. "Ottou au dTreAOi^s-, TTpoeAapc tó pfjpa' Ek dpxu W & 
50 Xóyos~ Kai tKaaToę, Kai yuup Kai aufip, Kai SouAos 1 Kai 
ćAeuOepos-, Kai BaaiAtuę Kai 18liótt|S', Kai apxouTts' Kai dpxópeuoi, 
peAtTwaiu outó ev Tfj Siauolą, Kai ouStlę e^aAe'u];ai SuuaTai Tpu 
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KaXXi.cn"T|v touttiu <tt]u> ^rpouopiau, dXXd peueL 8iaTT|piou tóu 
7 tXoutov. O ovpavóę Kai rj yrj napeAcucourai, oi Si Aóyoi pou ou 
55 pr) TTapi\diooiv. 

'Pfjp.a ouk Laxucrev ££aXeLtj;ai 6 Sid(3oXos\ Aid tl; "Otl ou prjpa 
ipL\óv, aXXd prjpa 0eou. Mr] toli jw alaxuuou, orau aicoucr^s- 
«Ta0Ta ó dXieuę et^y^a to, TauTa ó aayfjuas' pd7Tnjv». El Sc?, 
ttcos' eię airróu tou 7Tu0peva rfjs’ nenias - eKa0r|TO Kai aue|3r| clę 
60 TT)U KOpu4>f)U TTjS' dpeTfj?; 

4. ’AXX’ lua pr) łTĆptou dp£dpevoL icp' eTcpa tou Xóyou 
ayaycopeu Tfj j!)upq tcou Xeyopćucou, Ta uoripaTa a^ćureę 
£KKuXlea0ai, 4>epe 6f] xaXiuco Trj yucópi^ xP r l CT ^P eu ' 01 ttju UTTÓ0eaLu 
f ttI nf|u upoTfpau dTTÓaxeaiu ĆTTauayayoopeu. 

5 Ti 6bv 4>T|aiu 6 aKT)uoTTOids' ó dyopatoę; Ou ydp TTauaopai 
auuexco? TauTa eur|Xcou ta pripaTa 5ia nf|u tcou ttoXXcou dTTÓuoiau 
Kai Tf|v d(f>iXóao4>ou aunou yvu>pr|v. ’ETTfi8f) ydp ttoWoI koto Tf|U 
dyopau, ćnciSau u(3piaaKTiu, Xeyouaiu- «’Ayopale», tl łanu dyo - 
patoę, eiTTf poi. Mf) ydp eyKÓripa to cluai dyopalou; Mf) ydp 
10 ^yK\T|pa to ćaTauai en’ dyopas 1 Kai fpya£ea0ai; ”EyKXr|pa tó 
euSou peueiu Kai Ta tcou aXXiou dpnd£eiu. Ma0e, tl uppLę Kai tl 
eyKiópiou, Kai piy KarayeXa <dyopaLou>. 'Ayopatou c’lu«l ouk £anu 
eyKXr|pa, aXXa to apnaya eluaL, to nXcoueKTr|u eluaL. Tl peu 
tx}>eXelę, otl Ka0T) eu 0aXapcp, Kai XuKoę el; Tl 8e pXanTei ó 
15 ttgutis' 6 eu ayopa ćotcos- Kai Bouu apÓTriu pLpoupeuos 1 ; 'Ayopaioę 
el; XcipoTex v ti? fi; Oók eon touto eyKXr|panr eyKcópLa toutó 
eonu, otl ano Blkollou nóuiou tt]u Tpo(f>r)u auudyei<s->, ouk dXXo _ 
Tpia? nepLepyaćjópeuos 1 oIklos 1 . Ouk ćotiu obv eyKXr|pa tó dyo 
paiou eluaL, ou8e tó x^L poTexur|u eluaL. ’AXXa ń eony eyKXr|pa; 
20 Tó dpyóu £rju — e’i0e peu ouu dpyóu Kai pf) koklos 1 cpya^ópfuou. 

'Ayopaloę i^u ó TTauAoę, Kai gtt’ epyaaTT|pLou elaTT|KeL. Kai 
ouk T]u TTpó tou euayye^Lou tolouto?" peTa Se tó cuayyeXiou 
pfTepaAcTO. ’AXXa Kai eieripuTTeu, Kai SeppaTa eppanTey 
eicripuTTe Kai ipeve rrapd TTplctklXX^ Kai ’AKuXą Sia tó ópórexvov 
25 eluai ■ fjcrav yóp ma-jmnoioi tt)v tćx i/ W- "O (f>LXoao4>la ITauXou, lo 
4>póuripa uijn|Xóu Kai yviópT| dxeLpwTos , 1 co SiauoLa tt)? aipiSoę tt]? 
oupaulas 1 di|iap.euri, & nauTcou uTTepopcoaa tcou óptopeucou, ćó 

yucópri apdxut)u uopLCouaa tou KÓapou Ta? (pauraoLaę. Ouk 
dTrriX0e TTpo? paaLX^as', ou8e aTrriX0e TTpóę TTXouaious", ouk aTTfjX0e 
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30 TTpoę euTTÓpous - , aXXd Trpó? oktiuottoious- dTrfjX0e Su7 to 6pć>T€xvov 
Kai ouk fpx0ueTO eKKaAuTmuu ćauTou tó em-rfiSeupa, dXXa raai 
touto KaTa8r|Aou elpyd^fTO. ’1 iv dyopą eiaTf|Kei tó eua77ĆXiou 
KirjpuTTiou, ueKpouę 676 ipajv, AeTTpoug- KaOalptou, Kai ouk f)axuueTO 
rai tótto), a XX’ eueKaXXiom£eTO tio tpóttio. Kai eiairiKei óu a 7 opą, 
35 Kai ó póu e£e818ou SeppaTa, ó 8e 6 X 6761 -- «’Avda-nr|aov tou 
ueKpóu.» Kai elaTriKfaai- 8uo 7 UuaiKes-, fj peu \ćyovaa• «rTolr|aóu 
poi tó Seppa aTpwpaTÓ86ppov», f] 8e Xe 70 ixra - «’AuaaTr|aou tou 
ulóu pou»- Kai dptJwTepais' dTTGKpluaTo, Kai eKeluiu KtóXupa ouk 
Ó 7 iv 6 TO - dXXa Kai ai x G Lpc? e’ip 7 a£ouTo, Kai f] X^P L S' euf)P 7 £i. 
40 Kai ap^oTepaię aTTfKpluaTO ó oktiu-ottoió?, Tfj peu to otto Tfjs- 

TG X l/r lS' 1 T ti Sg Ta OTTO TfjS XÓplTOS- TTap£Xl01^- «Zu, Tl (3ouXei;» - 

«ZTptopaTÓ8eppou.» — «’E 7 to ttoiu)- SeppaTa 7 ap pdTmo. Zu Se, 
Ti (3oóXei;» — «Tóu ueKpóu £7ep0fjuai.» — «’E 7 Ó) ttouo - tou 0eóu 
TTapaKaXco.» 

45 Mf| Ti ouciSos tćxi / T|; Ouk dTTTjX 0 fu els TTAoualau olKiau Kai 
euTrapou - uópou 7ap £TTXf|pou SeaTTOTiKÓu Xe7ouTa - Elę fju S’ &v 
ttóAlp f| oiKiai- eiać\dr]Te, epcoTrpaTe, rtę óotip d&oę łu aórrj- 
KÓKei neluare. Kai d£ios tou FlauAou ó (Tktiuottoió?; Kai ttóuu. 
Aid tl; Ouk gttgiSti aKr|uoTToiós f)v, dXX’ ĆTTeiSf) ttAouoios f]U koto 
50 tt)u ())iXoTTTiox6 / iai-. Ei tt 10 ad airrou 67Któpioi- 8ia8f|paTos peATiou, 
Trop 4 >upl 5 os Xap.Tr pÓTCpou; AanaaaaOf TTpiotakAap Kai AKÓAau. Kai 
TTpoTi0riai rty- 7UuaiKa tou auSpós, lua pa0ifs oti ttAgicou rapa 
Tfj 7uuaiKl f] a peny A anaoaade JlpLOKLAAau Kai ’A KuAap 
'Ptopalois 7pa<fxj)i-, oinueę urrłp rrję 4 }U X0S' E ou ćaunw 

55 rpdxr]Aop inredpKau. El Se? ^Kiópiou; El Sc? papTupas CuluTas 
oiTiueę imep -rrję iftutflS' E ov T ^ l> caurojp TpdxpAou unedpKap, 
MapTupiou dirripTiapei-ou ou Tfj 6Kxuaei tou aipaToę, dXXa Tfj 
TTpoaipeaei Tfjs 1 Siauolas 1 . Mf) poi Xć76- «Ouk ła(f>d7Tiaau.» El 
7dp Kai pf) ea<ł>d7r|aau Tfj TTelpą, aXX’ ea4>Ó7r|aau Tfj 7viópri. 'O 
60 8e 060 ? ou T6Xoę 6 tti^t)T6i, aXXd TTapaaKeuf|u. 'EttgI Kai ó 
’A| 3 padp tóu ulóu eai pa£ev koitoi pp a<J>a^ aę (Ka 0 apa 7ap f]U f] 
pdxaipa), Kai Xe76i- «Ovk icpeiau tou ulou croir ouk ec^elaco Tfj 
7vtópi], 6710 8e e^iadpriu Tfj Trelpą.» 

OiTiueę unep Tfję ipvxfję pov top eatmdu Tpdxr)Aou une6ri Kal '- 
65 AlpaTi tou dTTÓaToXou UTTeSe^auTo. ZuiafKaTG, t! cIttou; Ou 7 ap 
Xolpous- Kai opueię auTio 60uaau, aXXa tó alpa tó eaurau iĘE 
Xeau. "fi 4>iXoęeulas- UTT6p|3oXf|. ”AXXoi, eau SiaSókri 8ÓKa ópoAouę, 
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CTKuXrjuai o u KaTcrtjioOcriv ćkcluol tó alpa <ró> raurau ć£ćxcau 
Kai KaTe(f>póur|aau Tfjs' TrapowTi? 'O <JhXó£guos- oOtw cfjatve _ 

70 tol, oux w? ot uuu (3Xoaupco tlo TTpoauVrup Ta? ó<j>puę ĆTTaipouTcę, 
edu 6coai Trćur|Ti Bem ó(3oXouę, Kai toutou? Sia tou oikćtou. 
O&tol Se ovxL aXX’ aurol Kai oiKĆTai. 

Ourto Kai ó ’A3paap Kai ^ Xappa' Kai yap ĆKduri a ind) e<f>ir 
paoe tcl <5Xeupu, ou koto tt)u |3XaKęiau tlou uuu yuuaiKiou di 
75 tol? XP Ł ’ a ^ 0L S' Kai TOLę ipaTiois 1 Toię oripiKoi? paXaKiuTĆpau rf)u 
4>djcrLv ópya^ouTai, aXX’ ĆKciuri puXiJO0pi8os- cpya eTTFTĆXei. Kai 
Xćyei aimrj 6 auf|p‘ «Zncuaov Kai 4>vpaoov rpia perpa 
crepi5d\eaię.» Kai ouk cItcu 1 «TauTa aueKTa. 'ApTOTToióu pic 
£\a$eę tt)u auyYcuiSa; Oii TTpoiKa cioTiucyKa; Ouk eXcu0ćpa dpi.; 
80 Ta Siokóulou <6poi emTaTTcis'; ’Etu TauTais 1 Tai? eXTTiaiu ?)X0óu 
aou cis 1 tt)v o’iKiau;» Ou8eu toutlou - dXX’ cctttcutc Kai ócfjupaacu' 
yuur) yap V tou ’A(3paap, ou uópw |3iou póuou, aXXa Kai dpcirj 
KaTopOtoparau. «Kolut) yeuea0<]i>,» 4*00^ v - «Ó ^lAo^euLa 1 Koiurj Kai 
tou KapTTÓu Tpuyr|a(opeu.» <Kai ó ’Appadp'> «0T)aaupós- ecmu. 
85 'Opou peraAdpuipeu 1 cytl> tou póaxou, au Ta aXcupa.» "EOucre tóu 
póaxou, Kai eXa|3c tóu ’laaĆK - eepypace Ta aXeupa, Kai eyćucTo 
tó aTTÓppa auTcj? (I)? Ta aaTpa tou oupauou Kai i] tlrappos 1 Tfjs 1 
0aXaacrr|S'. 

Taura Xćyio tóu auOpamiuou tu4>ou TaTTciuaiu Kai tt|u aTTÓuoiau 
90 tcou ttXoutouutlou e^euTeAiCwu Kai TTapapuOoupcuoę tou? TTĆuriTas 1 , 
tua pTiScię pr|Te TTeuią (3aTmęT)Tai pr|TC TTXouTq> eTTaipTyrai. 
TauTa 8ć ecmu ap4>ÓTCpa apcTfjs' Ku>XupaTa. 'O Se Xoyiapó? 
KUpepUTjTOU TÓ^lU CTTĆX6l, OUTC UTTÓ TOU X CL Pd)UOę (3aTTTl^ÓpcuOę, 

ouTf uttó Tri? yaXr|ur|S' x aw0 UM- ei ' 0 S'’ dXX’ eu Kai poi duiupaAias' 
95 tt]u icrr)u au™ (fjiAoaocfńau SiaTripcou pt|8ćttotc tt) 8ia<J>opa aaAcuó 
pcuos 1 Kai touto f| ćkgluo yiuópeuoę. 

"fiaTTep oóu ó ’lio|3 outc cu Tfj TTfuia eyćucTo pAaa^ripoę, outc 
ću tlo ttXouto) eirrippćuos'. ’AXX’ ótc pcu f|u TrXouaioę, tt)u Oupau 
duć(u£eu‘ otc 8e ttcutis 1 eyćucTo, Ta? TTXeupas - Tas - ćauTOu 
100 f^uoi^eu- tótc |icu ouu 4>iXÓTTTa)xos', uaTepou Se 4>LXóao4)os■ yeuó - 
pęuoę Kai KaTaTTaTcou tt)u 8ia(f>opdu tcou Phutikiou TTpaypaTtou. 

5. ’AXX’ CTTci8f] ToaauTa ttc pi tou ctkt|uottoiou, cf>epe Kai tlou 
eipripćutou cuia (ifTaxcLpLatópc0a, óXiya peu o5u pripaTa eis 1 pe~ 
aou ayouTcs', TrćXayos' 8c dxauc? uoripaTiuu duoiyouTCS'. Toioutos 1 
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yap ó 0r|aaupóę Tciiy ypacjjwy. Ou tw TTXr)0ei w pT|paTu>v, dXXd 
5 tt] SuydpeL Twy yoripÓTtoy Tr)y cun-oplay riply cySeLKyuyTai. 

Tl ow (JjriCTiy ó aKT|yo7TOLÓę, tó aTÓpa tó ayia>cnjyr|ę 
ep.TT6TTXr|CTp.eyoy, f] yXuiTTa f] Tai 0ayaTto 4>o3fpd; Tl ypćupei f] 
Sełjia 6K6 lvti f] dXuCT6L Ka\Xa)TTiCopeyr| Kai Seapd 7TCpLpepXr|p<:yT| 
Kai ycKpouę eycLpouaa; Tl ypd(f>a; Tl \ćyei f) yXuiTTa; TL ypa<J>eL 
10 f) Se^La; «'Hpelę Se, ci Kai łyptómpcp Kara oapKa XpioTÓP, a A Aa 
pui y oukctl yiPióoKopcp. "Ootc d nę ćp Xpiono» (7Tpóa<a>xeę - clę 
(3a0oę KaTaBalyopey) «"Qotc d nę ćp Xpion3 r koi pi) Kńoięy> (Tó 
£r|Tr|pa tóSe caTLy oXoy TTcpl Taimy’ Tr)y Xć(|lu) «"Qotc cl nę ćp 
X pLanp, koi pi) Kńoię • tó dpxaia TrapfjAdcp, ISou yćyope tó 
15 TTÓPTa KaiPÓ- tó Sc ttoptci CK TOU 6cov.y> 

©riaaupoę pey ow KCKpuppeyoę- aXX’ ayopuTTu>pey. KaTapTiTe 
TTpóę tó 3a0oę. Ou ydp ccttl 3u0óę £ó4»y exwu, aXXa 3u0óę 4>aię 
ppótoy. El Kai aaa(f>r)ę ó Xóyoę, aXXa TTapaaopaL airrou cukoXou 
TTOLT jaaL Kai ISllutti Kai 7Teur)TL Kai olkćtt^ Kai payeLpai Kai uauTT) 
20 Kai yayaLKl Kai eXeu0epio Kai 8ouXau Ta ydp tou 0eou kolu^ 
TTpÓKCLTai TTaaLU aaa4>ela aucncia£ńpeva, dXXa Tfl eppriueLą 
eÓKaTa\r|7TTa yLuópeua. 

El Se Tię ćcttl ppaSuTcpoę, tt| euKoXLa Trję 8L8aaKaXLaę 
ocuf>cOTĆpcw TTOLr)aop.ai Tf)y TpaTTcCay. Móyoy poL 7TapaaxeTe 
25 SLayoLay auyTGTapćuriu, Kai pT|8clę paXaKLCea0io. TTelpay eXa3oy 
uptoy -nfję uTTaKorję Trję koto tt|u SLayoLay. Aló Kai ttoXXou 
SuaKÓXoię 6TTexCLpr|aa yoripaaLu, ou TrpoaSoKTiaaę airra cuXr|7TTa 
eaeaOai - diró -nfję aTTouSfję Trję KaTa Tr)u dKpóaaLU elSou Ta 
SÓCTKoXa pdSia yiuópeua. Nr|4>oixTa eaTw SLauoLa, Kai ouSću Suctko- 
30 Xoy owrcTapćur} yyalpi^ Kai TrdyTa aa<f>fj. 

"do tc d nę ćp Xpionp, koipt] Kńoię■ tó apxaia -napfjAdcp ; 
lSou yćyopcp kolpó tó ttopto. TauTa duayLuióaKoyTeę "EXXr|ycę 
yeXi3ai Kai KtopioSouaiy r)paę- «ToLaura,» 4>r|aLy, «TTauXoę XćyeL; 
Ei nę ćp XpioT(p. Kaipi) Kńoię Ko|iTTd£ei.s\ to TTauXe; TauTa 
35 KOLyaiy (f>voąę f^paę Tatę cXTrLaLy; ’ETTaLpeLę f](i(Liy Ti^y SLayoLay; 
Keyalę cyyoLaLę Taę aKoaę f|pdiy TrXr|poLę;» 

Ei nę ćp Xpionr>, Kaipi) Kńoię. Ma0e upaiToy pr) aTrXioę tc 
T ixpXu)TTc. Elę papaOpoy eppdXXeLę aauTÓy. Mr) yap olSaę, tl 
f|Kouaaę; 4>vxiKÓę yap ópdpumoę ou Sćxctoi tó tou ttpc upaToę ■ 
40 popia yap auno ćotlp. Mr^ yap olSaę Toy Oriaaapóy; 'O 0T)aaupóę 
aytoOey ÓKdy0aę cxcl Kai XL0ouę, aXX’ OTay SiaoKat^rj, KaTtu pap 
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yapLTca eupiaKoimn. Mii poi Ta pppara ottAw?, dXAa Ta uof|pa- 
Ta- pf| poi Ta MpaTa peTa dXAa to uoripaTa peTa da<#>a- 

\das’. Md0e, t'i eonu Kaim) Krlcnę- pa0e, ti ćotiu ev XpioTi3' 
45 pa0e, Kai KaTa(3r|0i el? 4 *^- 

'EttcI Kai ttoiSIou TToAAdKLS 1 ópd |3aaiXea TTapióuTa Kai yeXą - 
Kai ópd ó (3aaiXeuę, Kai o b pćXei auTio. Ou ydp tou paaiAewę 6 
ipóyoę, dXXa tou dTeAouę Tfję fiAiKias 1 to eXaTTiopa. 

Aeupo elaaydyio ae elg- Ta aSuTa. Mf) diro tcou ttpottu" 

50 Aalcou Oeoópei. Aeupo duaKaAutjjio aoi TTav tó aTTÓppr|Tou tiou 
pucrniptcou. 

«Kal ti poi,» 4>T|a(.u, «e'xei? elTTeiu; Ouk cIttgu o ti Kaim) 
KTiaię łcrri. rapa KpiaTiauois - -,)) — «TTauu.» 

«Aei£ou ouu poi,» 4>riaiu, «Kaiufiu ktioiu. Aei^óu poi oti Kar 
55 voę oupauóę ćyeueTo, oti TTpó peu tou rapayeueaOai tou XpiaTÓu 
dXAoę fju, peTa 8e touto aXXoę ćyeueTo, oti 0aXaTTa dXXr|, oti 
arappaTa dXXa, oti 4>ucri? dXXr|, 8 ti Kapra? dXAo?, oti TTOTapol 
aXXoi, oti auepoi aXXoL. Touto ycip nauTa dpxaia • Kai au 
yeię- "Kaim) KTiaię'\» 

60 «’Avdaxou. <Mepr|uas'.> "Oaco duTiXeyei?, Toaoura paXXou (3puei 
Tfjs - dAr^eia? ti UTTep(3oXr|.» 

«Mri paluopai;» cf>T|aiu. «Mr) auTiAeyio; ”l8e, fiauxa£io. 'Hcruxa" 
aou. ’EpcoTT|aio ae.» 

«’EpiÓTT|aou.» 

65 «Aeyet<s , \ TTpó tou rapayeueaOai tou XpiaTÓu aXAo? fju ó 
oupauóę, peTa 6e tó rapayeueaOai auTÓu aXX<>? eyeufTO; Kai 
TTplu ti rapayeueaOai auTÓu koto aapKa ó outó? oupauóę rju, Kai 
peTa tó TTapayeućaOai outóu ó aura? ^peiueu oupauó?; Kai fi yfj, 
Kai ri 0aXaTTa, Kai ó af)p Kai ol auepoi; Ti ouu,» 4>r|atu, 
70 «KopTTaCei TTauAo? Aeyoju - "Ei nę ev Kpiano, koipi) KTiaię■ tó 
apxaia naprj,\dfp, i Sou yłyoue Kai w tó ttóptó'\ ’Eya>,» Arialu, 
«Kaiuóu ouSeu 3Xemii).» 

«Ou ydp exei? ó(f>0aXpouę, lua i8ri?. Aeupo, rair|aii) aoi ó<f>da\- 
pou?, Kai ópd?.» 

75 «Kal 6<J)0aXpous' TTOieis , ;» 

«TTauu.» — «Kal Sripioupyó? el;» — «TTauu.» — «Zu draue- 
uÓT|aai;» — «Ouxi.» 

«OOkouu- TTolriCTou ó4>0aXpouę tou ad)paTO?.» 

«Ou, dXXd tó pei£ou, Tfjs- 8iauoia?.» 
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80 «Kai ttoi6l? <e>pol ó(f>0aApiou?;» — «TIdvu.» — «0u yap ?x w ;» 
— «0ux’i.» 

«’ETTel au ó(f>0aApLou? eyei?; 'EttgI óyio ouk ?x w ; TTio?; gIttg 

(_LOL.» 

«"OTav d7TÓX0r|? ei? vabv Kai i8q? 6K6i £óavov yupiuóu, X10ou 
85 &4>iovoix Kai ciTtr)S" "Outo? ó 060? ?anE, óc{)0aApiou? ?x eL S"- Mil 
ti ócpeAoę tiou e^coGeu ó4>6a>4i.cov, tcuv euSoOeu TTeirr|piopiei/(ou; 
'Opą? otl xP eLa,y 6xei?, iuci TTOif|aa) aoi ócf>0aApLou?, iva lSt^s - t6v 
X10ov Xi0ov, iva pif) to apuKTa pil£r)?, 'iva pr) to SieaTioTa 
auuaydyfl?; ’O(|)0aApiou? exei?, crrau i8q? £uXou Kai TTpoaKinn^cn^s' 
90 — Kai XaBcou eyto auTÓ Kauaio; Mf) exei? ó(f>9aApou? tó 
Kaiópieuou 0eóu óuopiaCiou; "Otou Td TidOp 06ottoit)?; MeGueL 
auOpcoTTO?, Kai TTepicf^peTai Kai yiucTai aim du0piÓTTOu aAoyou óttó 
Trj? pe0r|S" au 8e Aeyei? - ”'H peGp 0eó?", Kai KaAei? avrbv 
Aióuuoou. ”'H TTopueia 0eó?“, Kai KaXei? aimy ’A(f>po8iTr|iA ”'H 
95 KXoirf| 060?“, Kai KaXci? auTÓu 'Eppirji'. "Otou ow to TTa0r| Kai 
£uXa OeoTTOiTj?, ttio? exei? óc|>0aApLou?; Td óptópieua ou |3X6tt6i?, Kai 
Ta p.t| ópiópieua aoi ^x w TUGTeuaai; 'Opa? otl xP t '- a aoi 
ó^GaApiaiu; 'O Aióuuao? X10o? ćcm aa0pó?, Kai f) ’A4>po6iTr| £uXov 
eaTiu. Ou maTeuei? piou toi? Aóyoi?; Tai? x c P CTiy TńaTeuaou Kai 
100 tio TTeX^Kei- coOio aÓTÓ, Kai piTmo. Aó? pioi TTUp, Kai Kalio auTÓ. 
ToOto pie0r|? e a Ti ttóOo?- 6 vópo? auro KoXd£ei, Kai au auTÓ 
OeoTToiei?; Mt) 6X6i? ócf>0aXpu3U?; 'Opa? otl xP c ^a, iua ó^GaApiou? 
goi TTon^Gto 8ia tou Xóyou; 

'Enei Kai ’I ouSaioi toioOtoi T|oav' ćxj>0aXpiou? e^ou, Kai ouk 
105 £|3A67tou. 'O tu<J)Xó? ouk elxeu, Kai epAeTTeu. Aeyei tio tik^Aio 6 
XpiGTÓ?‘ 'TTicrTeócię av etę top ulóp tou deou;\ Kai Aeyer 
Thoreóo), Kai npoaeKVpqaep. Oi Se ’Iou8aioi (3X6 ttout 6? eaTaupur 
aau. O Tixf)Xóę TTpoaKuuei, Kai ó (3 Xćttiou GTaupoi. Aid touto 
X eyei b aioTip- “£7? Kpina iyib fjABop się top KÓapop toutop, ipa 
110 oi prj fiAenopreę pAenoxnp Kai ol pAćnopreę nxf>Aoi yepuiprai.' 

MriTi 6X6i? ó^0aXpou? ; 9eXei? ouu‘ KaTaGKeudato goi 64>0aX- 
pioii? 8ia tou Aóyou, ói()0aXpiou? oweaeu-ię, 6<|)0aXpou? aópaTa 
pXeTT 0 UTa?. Toioutoi yap oi ó(J)0aApioi tiou tt1gt6i SpcouTtou fipicdu' 
ou Ta (3XeTTÓp.6va opioaiu, dXXa Ta pif) |3XeTrópi6ua. Kau pieu 0eXri? 
115 TrapaKoXou0r|Gai, TrapaKoXou0ei■ cdu 8e pif] 06Xr)?, eyio tó epLÓu 
TTOico - TTaiSeuto. TToikIAo? yap ó Xóyo? ćuauTiou? pieTa|3dXAiou, 
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Tote oiKeiou? 8iop0u>u, Kai 7ToXuTrpóai]i>7TO? kol 7TauTaxó0eu 

aTTT|pTLCTp.eV'0?.» 

6 . "Doto el nę óp Xpi otlo, kgl pi) KTioię• m apxaia rrapifAdep, 
lSov yóyopo kolpó tó naPTa. ”Q aTÓpa, co XapTtr| 8 ti)u. ’Eycu yap 
P^ćttco tóu 0r|aaupóu, TTpiu aÓTÓu auaKaXutj;<.o. BXfmu tó CTKfuo? 
8 Xou tou Sripioupyou, cootc ol nę ćp Xpiono, kcllpt) icnoię. ”Q 
5 6<J>0aXpoi, ota | 3 Xe 7 Toucriu. TTpóaaxc?' auuTfiuou aauTÓu- Siaudenrp 
oov. 

Knaię eu tq ypcuf)^ KaXeiTai ou póuou f] ćk tou pf} óuto? fi? 
tó eluai TTapayuiyifi, aXXa Kai f} ćk tou óuto? em tó |3eXTiou 
peTapoXf|. Eipr|Tat peu auuTÓpto?, 8 ci 8 c outó pT|0fjuai Kai 
10 aa<f>ćaTcpou. 

AćyeTai kti£oiu ó 0eó?, oux ot au tó pf} ou epydcrr|Tai póuou, 
aXX’ ÓTau Kai tó ou peu, SieaTpappeuou 8 e fi pumoOeu 8iop0u>aq 
Kai Ka0apiy Oióu tl Acyiu - ^EKTiaeu 6 0có? tou au0pu)TTOu», 
toutó ecm tó pf} ou epydaaaOar KTi£ei Kai crrau tou ttoutipóu 
15 au0p<ii)TTOu KaAóu epydariTai/OSc TTpaypaTwu eiri tó SćAtiou peTO' 
|3oAf|, ĆKei tou pf} óuto? Trapaycoyfi' móe tou óuto?, dTToAopeuou 
8 ć, eui tó |3ć\tiou peTaBoAf|. Kai 'iua pd0^? otl KTiai? AćyeTai 
ou póuou ck tou pf} óuto? ei? tó eluai 7 Tapayu)yf|, dXX’ ótou tl 
K ai Siacrrpa^eu 8iop0uxrr] Kai Ka0apiy ókowtou tou Aaui 8 Xeyou~ 
20 to? (erraSf} yap f)u outó? Kai f} Kap 8 ia auTou KTia0eiaa, 
pumo0eiaa Se uttó Tfj? poiXfia? Kai tou 4>óuou - 7TapaKaXei ouu 
tóu 0eóu Kai Xeyei)‘ «Kap8[a.i> tcadapap ktloop ćp o poć, ó 6eóę.» 
FIpó ouu toutou ÓKapSio? f^u; TTcI)? ouu tóu EoXia0 Ka-rf|ueyKfu; 
TTio? no 0gco euT|pćaTa; Ou Tiepi Tfj? oucria? Tfj? KapSia? XeyeL, 
25 dXXa TTepi Tfj? apicm-}? 7 ToXiTela?. ’l 8 ou toluuu ktiol? XćyeTai 

ouxi £K tou pi} óuto? fi? tó eluai Trapaycjyfi Tfj? ouaia?, aXXa 

fK Tfj? ouctt)?, 8ie4>0appfUT|ę Se , fi? tó (3ćXtlou pcTa|3oXf). 

"Otou 181 ^? tl ud dKÓXaaTou acó(f>poua yeuópeuou, citte ■ 
«’EKTia0r| auTou f] 8 iduoLa»- otou i' 8 i]? TTÓpui-ju aai^pououaau, 
30 eiTre «’EKTLa0r| auTfj? Ó 8 Lauoia»- otou l 8 i^? apTTaya fXer|poua 

yeuópeuou, £'lttć ■ «’EKTta0r| auTou f] KapSia.» 'O yap Xuko? 
eyeueTo TTpóSaTou Kai ó icpd£ eyeucTo TTcpiaTepa. 

Auo KTiaei?, Aia touto Kai tó XouTpóu KTiapa kćyerai, tó 

XoUTpóv Tfj? TraXiyyeueaia?. ! AnoSuópePOi , yap <f>r)aiu, top na~ 
35 Aa lóp dpOpomop top (pdcipópcpup kqtó tt)p ćmdupiap TTj? aapKÓ? 
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outou, ĆpSuadpepoi top póop dpdpconop top yeuópcuou kot’ 
elKÓPa tou KTiaaPToę aÓTÓP. "QaTf ktlcti? outou fan to 
TToirifia- <avToO ydp eopcp noLijpa> KTiodĆPTeę ip XpL(TTcd 'IpaoD 
i ni epyoię dyadoię. 

40 Td pcu <ćni epyoię dyadoię , Ta 8e fm> cpYOis 1 tJjOapTocs'. 
TÓTf eXa(3eu ó ttoti^p ttt|Xóu, Kai fTrolr)aev tou au0pto7Tou- Xap|3d- 
ua 6 ulóę uScop, Kai TTOiet auTÓ oluou. ’Ekcl aToixclou, Kai to8e 
aTOLXdov. ’EuaXXayi'i aTOixelou, Kai KaXXliou f) 8T|pioupyla. 

"Doto ol nę ip Xpi(JTOJ, koi pij Kncrię. 'Opdę ow o tI can 
45 KaiW} KTiaię; Tl ydp poi 6(f>eXoę, cap yeur|Tai oupauóę Kaiuóę; 
TIpóaex f peTÓ aKpiPeias 1 . Ouk cyeufTo oupauóę Kaiuóę, ou8e 
f^Xios\ oi>8e yfj. Tl ydp poi 6(f>cXoę, fl oupauóę cyćueTo Kaiuóę, 
eyih 8e epcXXou ću dpapnaię etuai; Tl pc dxj>eXei rj |3Xd7TTCi pc 
ó oupauóę peucuu ó auTÓę, otou eyto peuco 6 auTÓę; 

50 'O oupauóę oIkó? eonu, eyco 8c uoaripóę dpi. ’Edu ow I8rię 
laTpóu daeX0óuTa dę tt|v olKlau Kai tou peu uoaripou pr|8cplau 
TTpóuoiau TTOioupeuou, XeuKaluouTa 8e Tolxouę, xP’ JCT °i ,yTa ópocfrau, 
ou Xćyeię- « v Au0pco7Te, auaaTriaou tou uoaouuTa, Tl tt|v olKlau 
KaXXcum£eis';»; Kai ó XpiaTÓę darjX0eu dę tou KÓapou toutou, 
55 dę ou KaTaKfipeyriif c&p c rr)u <f)uaiu pou uoaouaau. TTpóacxe' 
7TdXiu auTÓ ćpar ElaepxeTai laTpóę clę oIkou peyau, euplaKfi 
uoaouuTa au0p<o7Tou, TTupenrouTa, e Akt) e'xouTa, d(f>lr|ai tou 
uoaouuTa eydpai, Acucalua toIx<jus\ xp’ JCT °L tou opocf>ov, tó 
£8a4>oę KaXXiom£ci; Ouxl- Tou pcu oIkou ouSeua TTOidrai Xóyou, 
60 6Xr| 8ł KĆxpT|Tai Tfj nxup TTpóę tou uoaouuTa. ’Eau 6 oiKoSe - 
aTTÓTT|ę uyiauri, Kai Ta aXXa cttctol. 

Out co Kai euTauOa. ElafjX0cu dię tou KÓapou ó XpiaTÓę, adpKa 
aueXa(3e 7TauTaxou aupTTcaouaau- clao8ou 8e auToli rpu 

oiKouoplau KaXfl f] ypacjjr). ElarjAOcu dę tou KÓapou toutou tou 
65 pćyau ou auToę KaTfaKcuaaeu- eupcu uoaouaau tt)u <pvoiv tcou 
du0ptÓTTiou, uoaouaau, ouk cttI KXlur)ę Keipcupu, aXX’ em KaKiaę 
eppippćuriu, tó koluóu pćXoę 8iC(()0appeuou, (3copouę duaTTTopeuouę, 
Kulaaę tou aepa poXuuouaaę, t eKua acf>a^ópcua rrapa youecou, Tf)U 
4>uaiu TTa*roupeuT|u, Touę uópouę Tfję oualaę aaXcuopeuouę, Tf)u 
70 aupTrdOeiau dnpa£opfur|u (''Eduaap uiouę auTcJp Kai duyaTĆpaę 
Toię SaipopiOLS i ÓK|3aKxcuopćuouę Touę auOpcÓTTouę aKoXdaTioę 
(tou póu TTÓpuou, tou 8c pocxóu, tou Se du8pot|)óuou), Triu yri^ 
TTaaau a7ToXXupeur|u, tóu au0p<oTrou Kelpeuou eu tt] kXIui^ Trję 
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Trouriptaę, tóu Sid|3oXou TTapapieuouTa, duaTTTouTa ttiu Kapuuou, 
75 emTpL(3ouTa tó £Xkt|, tou? laTpou? aTououuTaę (tou? Trpo(f>r|Tas- 
Xeyaj), KaTTyyopouimię, ou &iop0(o(ieuou?, tou? iaTpou? 
TTapaKaOripiuouę, <J>app.aKa KaTaaKeua^ouTa?, oók ci^e Aouutci? Se, 
KarriYopoDyTas' Se aTTauTa?. Oók łan SiKaioę ouSe etę, ouk łanu 
ó auuuóu, ouk łanu ó łKCpnuu tóu 8eóu. 

80 'O laTpóę TaOra. TToia dbv eXm?, ótou iaTpó? KaTriyoprj tou 
kÓ|iuouto?; 'O |ieu eXeyeu- «"/mroi drjAupaueię łyłuouro- łfcaaroę 
etę tt)u yuuaiKa tou nApaiou aurou ixpepłn£eu.y> ”AXAo?- 
«\Erndtaeu dię f) Kopa/ur) łu rff łprjpu) póur).» ”AXAo? - «Olpoi, on 
dnóAoAeu euAaf3i)s' dno rqę yfję, Kai ó Karopdiou iu audpcłnoLę 
85 oi>x unapxet' <łKaaroę tóu nApaiou aurou iK8Aif3ovaiu łK8Ai/3ff>.» 
’'AXAo?‘ « A pa Kai ipcuSoę Kai KAonr/ Kai poixńa Kłxurat łnl rffę 
yfję [łKaaroę tóu nAr/alou aurou eKdAifiouaiu eK8Aifirjh-> ”AXXo?' 
«Ouai łduoę apaprajAóu.» 

’E£epxeTai ó iaTpó? kAcugju. TToiau ^AmSa e'xei 6 uoaajy, Stou 
90 lSt) tóu IaTpou KAaiouTa; TToiau eAmSa, ÓTau iSi]? tou dTTeyuioKÓ - 
Ta; Ti ^x eL S‘ XP r l CTT ^ v ' TTpoaSoKrjaai TTepi tou uoctouuto?; KaiToi 
laTpol ttoAAóki? iSóuTe? tt)U TeXeuTf|u, iuaTe (ip AuTrpaai tou? 
TTpoar|KoyTas', tt] (JnAoaocfjia uikioctl tó TTd0o? Kai <}>ai8póy 
emSeiKuuuTai tó TrpóatoTToy Tfj? eauTiou uTToXr)i|;ew?, iua p.f] koto - 
95 pdAojai tó ^poyppiaTa tcju uoaouuTiuu. "Otciu ydp ó uocreju lSt) 
8iaaTpe4>oyTa ti^u óipiu tóu iaTpou, ti exei xP r l CTT ° y eXTT'iaai; T Q8e 
Se outu? eiAicqae tó uóor|p.a co? auTÓu tou iaTpou KAaieiu - «Ti 
?X W TToirjaai; ''EAkti, ar|TTeSióu, aKtóXr|Ke?, piupia koko. Orni łduoę 
apapnoAóu.» 'O Se dAAo? Kai 0pr|uou? óAokAtpou? dueypai^eu, ó 
100 'lepepia?. 

7. 'O pieu KXaiei, ó 8ł Spruci, ó Se TrapaKaXei. 'O 0eó? 
autoOeu - « 'EyKaraAłAoina tóu oIkóu pou.» TToia eAm?, otou ó 
0eó? AeyTy « EyKaraAłAoi na Td aupinauTa, d<pr}m rr)u KArjpouoplau 
pou, łSojKa TTju rjyanopłupu ipuxÓ l> pou eię x^poę łx8pd>u (iou»; 
5 'O 'HAia? Kdra0cy «Ta duaiaaTtjptd aou KarłaKaiftau, ko'l rouę 
npo/ppraę aou ancKrciuaw Kayut unaAai<j>8rju pouwraroę, Kai 
TrjTouat tt)u 4iuxpu pou.» 'H Se eu0a ’I ouSaia touto, ottou uópoę, 
óttou uaóę, ottou ki^to?, Sttou 0uaLa ’louSalKf|. 

Ti 7|u, ottou eiStoAa, .Sttou Kuiaa Kai KauTTÓę, TTapauopoi TeXe- 
10 Tai, daepeiai, Sttou tó TTa0r| eOeoTroieiTO, ottou kuuiou cjjioufiu 
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epupiouuTO, u? oiTiues 1 eul tou Aiouuaou 8epp.a alyiou Kai kuucou 
4łŁoi-nYv ćpupiouuTO, 'iua 7TauTaxó0eu Tr)u euyeueiau d7ToXeaiuoiu; 
Kwas, x°Lpows - łTTOir|CTe^ ó 8id(3oXoę, ex ci ? ĆTTolTioeu, ócfjeis- 
eipyaaaTO, aaTTiSas’ KaTeaKeuaacu, Xukous i . 'O uópios- dTouei- 
15 piaTT|u 7TpO(f>fjTai KaTriyopouaiu. 

Tl ow, a0Xie, <7TOiei ó a<i)Tf|p>; EiaeX0cou Kai eupibu rr)u 
o’iKOup.eur|u outio KaKoupieuriu epeXXe tou oupauóu KaXXa>m£eiu Kai 
d(f>ieuai tó<u> uocrripóu; ’AXX’ ouk eTTOir|aeu touto, dXX’ e8pap.eu 
eul tou uoaoiiuTa 8l’ ou oOpauós - , 8l’ ou oupauóę Kai yfj Kai 
20 0a\aTTa Kai df)p Kai Ta aXXa TTÓUTa. 

Aid touto ouSł oupauou axifiM.a dueXa[3eu- ou yap oOpauóu 
epieXXe SepaTTeueiu, aXXa tou au0pa>7Tou. Aia touto tou uoctouuto? 
tó auyyeues - aueKTiT|aaTO’ Kai epxcTai cos 1 auTo? eKeiuoę 6 uoaiou, 
ou uoaiou auTO? apiapTią. 'Apapriau ydp ouk inoLpoeu, ouSe 
25 SóAoę eupć6q łv rai aTÓpan aurou, AXX’ rjX0e auyycucg' exiou Trję 
eKduou 4>lxrctos' aKeuoę. Ouk f]X0c yupiufj TTj 0cótt|ti, Tua ^r) 4>uyQ 
ó uoaiou, iua pir) aopriar) tt)u Or^pau. ’AXX’ cbaTTep laTpds 1 7ToXXdKis- 
euyeufis - uju Kai TTCpi4>auf|S', ck TTpoyóuiou exiou TTepi(f>dueiau, Kai 
CTipiKa TTe pi |3e(3Xr| piewo? ipiaTia, e7Tei8du daeX0in TTpos- tttioxóu 
30 uoaouuTa Seópieuou x eL P 01J PY r l® i n u ' aL O dXXo tl laTpeu0fjuai, aTToSue 
Tai Ta IpiaTia Kai d(f>iT|ai tt)u 7Tepic{)dueiau, Kai Xapi[3duei Xeunou 
Kai 8ia£ióuuuaiu ćauTÓu, pićXAiou Kaieiu, pieXXiou Tf piueiu, Kai ou 
Crfret tt|U eaurou a£lau, dXXa Tr)u Kr|8epiou'iau tou KapiuouTOę, 
outcj Kai ó 8eaTTńTT|ę tiou dyyćXiou, ou f) 8ó£a duuTTOTTTog-, KaTepri 
35 d>ę auOpojTToę, SieCioaeu eauTÓu Xeunou, 8ie£ioaeu eaurou tt)u 
c()uaiu rf|U fipieTepau 1 eyćueTO Tirano? 8 7TXouaioę, ouk aTToXeaas' 
tou ttXoutou, aXXd Kpu(|iaę tou ttXoutou. FimaKeTe ydp ^pai ttjp 
xdpu> toO Kupiou, otl Si' rjpaę ĆTmóxeu<Je nAouaioę (Su, im rjpeię 
TTj łKetuou nT(óxela nAourqmupeu. ElSeę TTTo^eiau ttXoutou pirp 
40 Tępa; El Se? TTeulau TTCpioualas 1 uTTÓOeaiu; 'O 7tXouctios- ey^ueTo 
ttt(oxó?, lua eyu ó ttt(oxos' yeumpiat TrXouaioę. ’Qs laTpo? 
TTepieCwaaTO Xeunou. TTou KaTe|3r|; Aćutlou SieCióaaTo - ouk 
r]pKT|aeu auTio Tfjs- cj)(xr ewę ri TTepi(3oXr), aXXa Kai axTjpia 8ouXou 
dueXa|3eu, ou 4 >uctlu SouXou pióuou. 

45 ’HX0e toiuuu’ uoaouaau e&pe tt]u <^uaiu tt)u ri(ieTepau' ćyeueTo 
touto oTTep f|p.T|U eyió, apapriaę peuToi X LÓ P' L S'- 7 HX0eu elę 
KaXu0T|U d? T|u KaTeKelpiT|U' eT8e aKtóXr|Kas', et8e ar|TTe8óuas', el8e 
8uaio8lau TToXXr)u, tou uó|j.ou ou |3or|0ouuTa, tou? TTpo(f>T|Taę KaTty 
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yopouuTas 1 , Tf|u dpapńau ćmKcipeuriu, Tr)u emOupiau tou KÓpuou 
50 to? ÓTaKToy, ouk eyKpaTeueaOai pouAópeuou, ou8e av€xó\ievov tou 
laTpou. Ou (poueóoeię' outo? e<f>óueuacu. Ou poixoupeię- e/caaroę 
inl rpu yuuaiKa tou nArjatou aurou ixP e PĆn£a->. Ou KAeipeię- 
apa mi ipeuSoę kol kAottt) Kai poixda Kexurai łni rfję yfję. 
”AXAa eAeycu 8 laTpóę - , d\Aa gttolgl ó uoaripós-. Ti lua yeur|Tai; 
55 'O ICCTpOS- ^TTGTaTTGU, Ó UOadlU OUK 6TT1T|K01XTGU- TO UÓOT|pa 

r^dueTo 1 ó auSpaTToSiarris' SiapoAos' TTapepeueu KaOaTTcp SouAoę 

8 paTTfTT|?. 

«Ti 0eXcis';» — «4'uxpoTTocdau.» —«AL 8 iopi.» 

«Tl OeAeis 1 ;)) — «Kpea.» — «Ai 8 u>pi Ta 8ia(f>0elpouTd aou tou 
60 OTÓp.axou- SiSiopi to euauTia tco laTpip.» 

'O laTpo? fKfAeueu, Kai e£r|pxeTo- ó 8paTTĆTT|s- eiar|pxeTO 
Kpu((xi, Kai TTÓuTa TTapcl'xcu. «TTopueiau OćAeis 1 ; ^euSoę 0fXeiS';», 
eKeluoę eAcyeu. — «Taura pouAopar ouk ĆKCLua a Aeyei ó 
laTpóę. TauTa 3°u\opai a Acyeis 1 au Tai aiópaTi Ta aiTia.» 

8. 0eó<r KaTriyoper <ó> uópo? Karriyopei- TTpocfjrjTai KaTT|yo _ 

pouaiu- eKeiuoę ó Sripioę Trapepeueu, Kai f] emOupua tou Kapuou 
To? tt po? tou BAaTTTOUTa, ou upó? tou (ó(f>eAouuTa. 'AttóAioAgu tó 
yfuog" 8if(f)0apTO TTÓuTa. TI\0cu ó LaTpós' 5 euTTOpoę eu aTTÓpois', 
5 68ou eupcou paSlau Kai eikoAou Kai aumripiou. 

«’Edu ei7Ta>,» 4>r|aiu, «"Tó Kai tó TTOir|aaTe", ou TTOiouaiu. ritos* 
TÓ TOU uópou OUK ÓSf^aUTO, Kai Ta TTjS 1 X^P lT 0? fX 01JCTL 
8e£aa0ai; Ta kótio ouk e 8 e£auT 0 , Kai Ta auio exouai 8e£aa0ai; 
’Eau eiTrio uT|OTeiau, eau gituo aaKKOU TT£pi3oXf)u, edu eimo 
10 aKTT|p.oauur|U, edu eimo 7 Tap 0 cuiau, ydpou ouk olSaai aepuóu — 

Kai TTap0eu'iau exu> gIttglu; Ta aWÓTpia dpua^ouaiu, Kai 
aKTT|p.oauuT|u auTOis 1 ex w gittgiu; Tlopueuouai Kai poixeuouaiu, Kai 
aaKKou TTepi(3o\r)u exu> duetu; 

T l ouu; riuopiai auOpioTToę Tewę eu tt| aapKi ep.fj, Kai tco 
lo auOpiÓTTip Tip aTTeppippeuio KaTapyai Tr)u apapnau, tcco? duo tou 
yeuouę Selicuupi uyiaćuouTa du0pcoTrou, SeiKuupi Tr)u auTr)u 4>uaiu 
Kai ou tó auTÓ TTTiopa, SetKuupu duOpwTiou apapnau ou nouj- 

aaura, ouSe SóAou ćv tlo propan aurou , tua Kai oótoi 0eaTal 
outc? cxioaiu eATTiSa atoTripiaę Kai ol eTTi(3ouXeuouTes' dTToc^uycoaiu 
20 Kai iSioaiu auOpioTTou pf) 'iypina apapTiau.» 
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Alaxduou, SiapoAc. Touto aa p£ ccmu, touto aiopa £otlv o 
c^gi ó SfCTTTÓTrię piou. Aid touto ttc pu‘)pxeTO ael Aćytou - «£7 uióę 
et tou 8eou». OŁtos- ó auOpwnoę - , nios - ouu oux apiapTauGi; 
TlauTGS - 01 aAAoi unó apapTlau ei alu. O u yap ecm 4>voeu>ę f] 
25 apiapTia, dXXa npoaipeaeios - . 

«’I8ou SlSuipu au0pionou uyialuouTa, ctkcuos' łKKGKaOappeuou Kai 
dKr|Ai8a)Tov.» Kai araę eu p.ćaq> tou Sripou tiou ’Iou8aliou 
elAeyeu - «Tię e£ upcdp eAeyxei pe rrepl apapnaę;» Kai ouScls - 
eupeu elnelu ti. 

30 Tl ouu uuu; Elafpx€Tai npos - tous - uoaouuTas - Teai? Aóyois - 
auTOus' napaKaAiou ioanep iaTpós - 8ia tiou 4>app.aK(ou - «0u8eu 
exeL? TTOuripóu, gou vnycf>r|S“ xaAendu to uócrr|p.a, dAAa SuuaTai 
Au0rjuai.» TTapaKaAci outous" «Acirre npóę pe naPToę ol kottlojp 
reę kol nefiopnapepot, Kayoj amnaumo updę.» TTc^opTiapiGuoi 
35 ?|aau ol uoaouuTes -- cjjopna yap ecm uóaoę, aTa^la, nopuGia, 
k\otit|, ipcOSoę, i/jeuSo^iapTupla - ou yap outw 4>opTlou papu to? 
auueiSós - nouripóu. 

’AXA’ eneiSr) ó uoaiou 4>opciTai tou laTpóu, paAiaTa otou 

XaXeTTÓu § to uóaripa, p.r|nou ai8r|piou ó^uny p.r|nou Trup Kaiou 
40 Kai noAAol tiou uooouutiou ciAauTo £uano0auGiu toi? 

uocrr|p.aaiu f| unopciuai tt)u ó8uur|u tt)u dno Tfję laTpflas', Kai 
KapnióaaaOai tt)u uyelau tt)u ano Tfję- óSuutis - . "lua priScl? 

<#>opT)0ri touto oti oirnos - f|A0cu dnaiTeiaai f)p.aę cOOuuas - Talu 

ap.apTT|p.dTiou, KoAdaai f^ids - exei - KaL tótg ÓM-dę SLOpOouTai. c, lua 
45 p.r|8Gls’ touto ćuuofiaas - 4>uyiy «AeuTe,» (J/palu, «npóę pe' ouk 
i)A6op, lua KpiuLo top KÓapop. OuScu papu - ouk cx<o ai8r)piou, ouk 
£X W fTUp Kaiou - ou Kalio, ou Tepiuio. 'AuióSuuos - f] laTpcla, x t0 P l S' 

ttouou f) 0epanela. El 8e ou maTGUGTG, PAcneTe tt)u Trópuriu - ei 

OU TTLOTfUf TG, pAfTTeTC TOU AiyJTT|U - fi OU TTIOTGUGTC, PAGnGTG 

50 tous - fiayous, pAcneTe tou tgAiout|u, tt)U Xauaualau. TiróSeiypa 
uplu cSioKa gk npooip.lcou. Mr) GKauaa; Mr) gtcjiou; Ouk cSdKpuaG 
p.óuou f) nópuri, Kai nap0Guou GyćucTO aGpiuoTĆpa; Ou TrpoacKumy 
aau oi payoi, Kai GiKiyycAiaTal eycuouTO; Ouk fiA0cu f| Xauauala, 
Kai tt|u laTpclau cAapc tio 0uyaTplio; Ouk t)X0up, ipa Kpipw top 
55 KÓapop. Aeure rrapreę ol KomaiPTcę Kai irefiopnapePOL. 

AGyio pripiaTa, Kai nono npaypaTa. AcanoTTis - cip.1 - ouk Glpu 
SouAoę OnoKGlp.Guos - uóp.to. Karriyopcr aou ó uó^ios - , dAAa Auto ti^u 
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Karryyopiw outóu tóu KaTfiyopou TTauto. TTcSę; "ETTauaf yap gujtóu 

Xdpi?. KarriYOpouaiu ol TTpocfjrjTai, dXXd peLCoua 8t8cop.i.» 

60 ’EX0tbu to luuu Kai eupdiu 4 >uolu KaKto? e'xouoau, Kai tou? 
piły Łv TTOpuda, tou? 8e óu poixc'Lą, kuloou Kai kottuóu tóu aepa 
|ioXóuouTa to aXAa ttóuto, tl ttol6l; 'O poi u Trupę ttou tó yeuo? tó 
flpiTepou XoueL npcjTOU- X6yeL- «Ao0aai, Kai dnaXXd ttou tou 
uoaT|paTO?.» Aouei XouTpą> 710X17761/6010?, Kai dXei(j)6i to xP^" 
65 apian tou piupou' «’AXeL<f>to ae, Kai Xoua) Kai p6Ta|3dXXcj a6.» Kai 
ToaauTT| f) laxu? tou XouTpou; ToaauTT|. KaTĆ|3r|0i koto - 
KaTapaluei kótco Kai <ou> piueL ó TraXaio? du0pto7TO?. Mf) aiSr^pou 
Xpeia Kai Topifj? Kai ó8uut|?; ’Eu fiSoufl f] uxJ>eXeLa, pf) óttlttouo? 
f] laTpeia. 

70 Kai tl noLTioopeu, tua otoOuipeu; Mupia elpyaaapcOa koko - 
TTompou exopeu auueiSó? - aTToXXupc0a. «Ba7TTLO0T)T6, Kai oto0f|ae- 
006.» Aa(3cbu Xpl f L, XoU6l, 6LTO Tp6(f>6L OTCpedu TpO())f|U. ’E7T6L8f) 
yap d0(3o? 6 uooripó? eyeueTo, Tp6cf>ei auTÓu- Kai Tp6(f>ei to oiopa 
tó eauTou, Kai uoTi^ei tó alpa tó ćoutou. «’Epou,» 4>r|o[u, «tou 
75 duapapTf)TOu. 'EneiSf) yap eyeuou ou auapdpTT|TO? ottó tou 
XouTpou, Xa|3e a alpa toloutou.» 

9. Xpi6l, Xouei, Tp6 cf>6Ł " TOUTÓ 60TL Kail/f) KTLOL?. "OTOU 
6 lo6X06 poixo? Kai yeuriTai uló? 06ou, ouk £otl KaiuT} ktlol?; 
"Otou 6lo^X 06 Trópuo? Kai yću^Tai Slkolo?, ouk cotl Kamf) 
ktlol?; "Otou 6ioeX06 apTTaę Kai d7TaXXayfj tou dpap-nripaTtou, 
5 OUK 6 OTL Kaiuf) KTLOL?; 

El8e? 6U TT] XÓplTl TT]U KTLOLU; BX67T6 Kai 6U TT] TToXlT6La TT) U 
ktlolu. TTóoai pLpaSe? KaTeXi7Tou to 0eaTpa, d^fjKau oppLKa 
IpÓTia, KOT67TdoaUTO OTToSÓU, 7TCpl6|3dXoUTO OÓKKOU?, Kai uuu 
7ToXlT6UOUTai 6U XpLOTO. OuK 60TL KaiUT} KTLOL?-; ITdXlU TTÓpUai 
10 £x o,J tfC(i epaoTa? KaTe^póurioau CKeluwu Kai e’ioeX0ouoaL aneTa - 
^auTO' ókrre et nę iv XpiOTći), Kann) KTicnę. "Otou ouu l8t]? tt|u 
TTÓ pUTlU OUKĆTl TTÓpUpU, ÓXXd 7TOp06UOU OfpUOTfpOU, 6L7T6 ’ «’EKTlO0r| 
auTT| - p6Te(3Xf|0ri auirj? 6 yucópp, p6TeoTT| p Siauoia duo tou 
T pÓ7TOU.» OuKĆTl OUTT| 61 ? TÓ 06aTpOU, OUK6TL aXX0U? (3pOXlCfL, 
15 aXXa Kai outt) ocó^eTai. Oukćtl aXXoi? ylueTai oKÓu8aXou, aXXa 
oanripia - pXÓ7Touoi yap TTÓpuai, Kai oux|)pou6? yiuouTai. 'Opa? 
Kaiuf)u KTioiu; "Otou l8i]? tou "EXX6ua tou apTTa^ouTa, tou 
P wpou? X6LX0UTa, TOU paLUÓpeuOU KOTO XplOTLaUCOU, puplou? 
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ÓTToSiJOimi óp(f>auou?, pupla? yupuoCuTa x 1 ÓP a S'. Xpianauóu yeuó 
20 peuou Kai to ćnuTOu SiSóirra ttćvt \ 0 \. v , Kai el? Trawuxi8a? 

TTapayiuópeuou, e’i7TĆ - «’EKTia0r| oŁtos" cSotc et nę ev Xptono, 
KO. LUT) KTLOtę.» 

"Opa TTau'Taxou Tfję oiKoupeuri? Kan/pu Tqu ktIoiia "Otou lSt^s- 
pouaxou? opt) KaTCiAr|<J)ÓTas\ óaTaupmpiuou?, tó? duayKa? Trj? 
25 4>uaeto? KaTaTTaTouirra?, dyyćAou? pipoupeuou? tt] d7Ta0eią, coore 
el nę ep Xptond. kolpi) Krlotę. "At irX0e el? Tqu HepalSa, el Kai 
p.f] no aiupan, aWd tuj iao - pr|Tepa? ćydpouu, vvv Sc Tiap0evLai-> 
daKOiknu - wotc cl nę ep Xpion3, kolpi) KTtotę. 

Mexp l 3aai\eiou (3AĆTT6 tt)v KTfjaiu nou tó 8ia8r|p.a Łypyjuw . 
30 TTpó toutou (3aai\ei? TTauTa cTT\r|aau aae(3eia?‘ vvv Sc BaaiAei? 

el? eKK\qala? aTraunoaiu. KaiTOi raai cfjo(3ep^yi ol (3aai\ei?, uui/ 
8e f] eKKXr|CTia auTOi? 4>o|3epd. Ti? ToApia 3aai\ei gltt^l v «0e? 
aou tó 8ia8r|pa»; TI 8e eKK\r|ala afmp Aeyci <touto>, Kai iura - 
Kouei Kai elaepxeTaL yupyfj Trj KC(f>a\fj (ouSeuó? AćyouTO?, d\Ad 
35 tou Aoyiapou TTapaiuouuTO?) — yupurj Trj KC(f>aArj Kai draA - 
AioTuanp - pltttg i 8ia8r|pa, Kai Aappdua aTaupóu. 

EiaGpxeTai el? tt)v TpdTTe£au 6 tttioxó? Kai b paaiAcu? 

ópolio? - ouk aWio? ó tttioxó?, Kai aWio? ó paaiAeu? - ou8e Aeyei ó 
3aai\eu? - «’Epol ttAćou Bój, kol tio tttijjx 4> eXaTTou», dXXd tt|v 
40 auTf|v TaTTeiuo(J)pocruur|u <exei>, "rf|u a£rnf)i' euAapeiau iu? ó ttti.oxó? 
eyió, ojotc el nę ev Xptonf), kolpt] tcricrtę. Tuep Sc toutiou 

aTTaunuu euxapicrnr|aiop.eu ™ 9eq>, oti aunp f) 8ó£a Kai tó 
K paTo? el? tou? alcoua?. ’Apf|i'. 


SlGLA CODICUM 

C Cantabrigiensis gr. 192 (B.8.8), ff. 290 v -298 

M Mosquensis Musei Historici olim Bibliolhecae Synodalis 128 
(VI. 159), ff. 168-175 

V Venetus Marcianus gr. 569, ff. 113M23 

M 2 manus eiusdem saeculi quae correxit aliquantulum in codice; 
probabile mihi uidetur multis in locis, ubi tantum ipsam 
correctionem notaui (scribens uel MP corr uel M ll corr ), manus 
illa discemi posse, si quis codice ipso et non taenia pelliculari 
uteretur 
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tantum interdum citantur: 

h Oxoniensis Holkham gr. 44, ff. 129-139 

m editio quam Bernardus de Montfaucon a Gualierio Taylor 
accepit et in lucern edidit (cf. PG 64,9-10) quamque repperis 
apud J.-P. Mignę (PG 64, 23-34); lectiones uariantes hic 
commemoratas ex illo uolumine 64 hausi. cuius editionem J.-P. 
Mignę curauit 

sigla quae in textu occurrunt: 

<...> addidi 
[...] seclusi 
f...t non intellexi 

.... litteram uel litteras commutaui, cf. p. 24 

sigla insueta et rariora quae in apparatu occurrunt: 

* asteriscus; quoad illum conferas notant de ita dicta recensione 

aperta necnon de modo in lucern edendae duplicis traditionis 
textus. 
littera deleta 

cf. conferatur, conferantur 

coni. coniecit, coniecerunt 

exc. excepto codice cuius siglum scquitur uel exceptis codicibus 
quorum sigla sequuntur 

I. linea, lineam 

II. lineae, lineas, lineis 

uid. uidetur, uidentur 


C M V 

Titulus: priTÓ^ - tó2] om. C II t62] V II TropqX0oi' C II to - icaiud] iccuna ra 
TrdvTa M II 

1,3 Xu|i.aivó|J.ci'ou - 3XóaTp] Xoipći'toi' (= Xu|iarrw h) Tqv 3Xdcm")v V II 4 
TiXeiov C; ttXcuo MV II Xćyoi'Ti] pćXXoi'Ti C II 5 TTapaaKcuaCT^erw CV, 
forsan auctori tribuendum II 6 dKouGa 3XaaTai'mxja* C II 7 eon] ea tlv q 
necnon f|i om.* C II 8 TauTa] add. 8ć V II rapciai] Tra.eiai oi* C II 8 9 
dXX eirciSp - 7TXońaioi] om. C II 10 ćmSeiicrwTOi] eTnSencuuuu Cm; 
ćmSetiaarrai V || 1 | -yap] om. M II 12 aocfjdr-J ctuvctóv M II 13 f|] yeirniTai 
C II 16 TrapoaKcnaapepous- CV, forsan auctori tribuendum II 19 g| icf>aL l 
MV II 20 rfir-] om. C II otto] om.* C II 22 ttXpiov* MV; add. ouv V II 22 _ 23 



Die pseudo-chrysoslomische Predigi CPG 4701 


47 


nny Sidyotay] tó ouyeiSós- MV; add. irapaKaXta V II 25-26 Kai - 
eKKXr|aiaę] om. C II 

2.1 ó] om. M II 1'2 Xćyto aimir Tóa] Xćyar AuTÓy tói'* C II 3 4 Kai 2 - 
TTÓpuriu-J transp. post 2,5 XqaTf|y V II nya dXXoy; 2 ] ńyaę aAAouę; Tou? 
pdyouę Kai C II 5 Tou? payouęj om. C, cf. 2,3‘4 II 6 dXX’] dXXd Kai* C II 7 
'EyKaWtoTuCfi V II 8 Aid] praem. Kai M II 'H ydp] El ydp C quare et add. 
q et postea in 2,9 loco Kai ser. q cunAeia tou SiSaaKaAou m; otl f] V II 9 
oy tó] óvTa C; oma tó Vh II 10 ain-ó 1 ] om. MV; aim')y C II cupoy] r|6pay 
Cm; riupoy V II 11 ain-ó] auniu C II 12 ó] add. 8e V II 13 ql] add. 8c V || 
ĆKeiyri] om. V II 14 Sp] Se* C. uid. et h II koltoi ye] Katye MV II 15 
TTop4>opi8a] TTopcJjupau* C II 15 16 o’iKOupćuq 8iaXcyópei'os-] om. V II 
olKoupćvr|] Kai Tpy olKoupćyr|y (sic, scil. v ultimum expunxit) C II 16 
KaTaXetTTtoy C II 16-17 lya - pppaTa] om. V II 16 Tya] add. 8c C II 17 
ePacrlAcucrcu - ra] pacnXiKd C II Kara - pripaTa] inter cruces posui; quid 
autem post (uel, etsi minus probabile, antę) ćpacńAcuaey orator dixit, non 
liquet II 17~18 6 — ounoę] om. C II 17 ó] TÓy V II 18 tJ;aXpou] praem. tou V II 
’E£epfu(jaTO C II 20 KaXei M II 22 pouAcTai V II 23 pou] add. 4>qot V II 25 
Xeyo] Xeyei CV II 26 ctki/p|7tottoió<? - ayopaioę-J transp.* C II 27 ecrnós-] 
eoT^Kuię (loco eoT^Któ?*) C II 'O - Sc ] log Se MV II 8i8daKaXos- Tlę] 
transp. C; Tlę ó SiSdaKaAoę MV II 28 29 El - eytó] om.* MV II 29 ńę - 
6t8daKaXoę2] om. MV II 30 curraTpi8qę] EupimSpę MV II TTAoucnoę] 
euycypę MV, forsan post cuTTOTplSrię addendum est ó aog 8i8d(TKaXoę 
euyeyf|ę II 31 ykCoooau V II pćiou] cf. 2.35 II 32 ck] cf 7,28 II 33 Td 
łyauna* C II ou - yiucTOi;] outiu - ylucTat.* C II qpiu] T]puiu* MV; 
praem. ouu V II ó] om. C II 36 7TapdTa(pę] Trpd£ię MV II 38 Tr)u yAtoTTauJ 
yXxoTTa (<Trj> yAdrrra*) M; f] yAwTTa V II 39 tt) Siayola] f) 8i.duoia MV II 
41 4>tXóao(])oy] aocfióu C II ó] om. M II 44 _ 45 TTauAoę - 8e] om. MV II 46 f\g 

- póuoy] om.* MV II aXXa] om.* MV II 47 TtcpicyeucTO C, cf. 2,59 60 II Kai 

- TTyeupa]'iua Cf|crq TTucupan C II 48 xdpTqę] X Q P aKTi np MV II ou] add. 
ydp V II pćXayi] add. ydp C II 49 EukoAou codd. II TrapaBfjuai] TTapcAOciu 
V II Td] om. C II 51 7TapeXeuacTai* MV II 52 (|/iXd] om. C; (|tqXa ser. MV II 
53 7TpoCTKuvT)aov] vvv MV II TTapeXcuacTai* MV II 54 pou] ser. tou et 
postea praem. au V, quare auTou ser. h II EuKtAumpou] EukoXu>tcpóu 
ćany* MV II 59 ou KaTeXu0q] CKOTeXu0r| C; scil. subintelligendum Td 
pr|paTa riauAou, quam notionem figuraliter ipso nomine personac, scil. 
uoce TTauXoę utens reddere potes II koI] om.* MV II 59 60 TroAepoupcuoę 
•neptylycTai] TToXcpoupeyr| caTq (ser. ecm V) MV, i.e. subjectum uid. f] 
CKKXqala quod minus concordat contextui; forsan autem scribendunt 
TToAcpoupeua (scil. Ta TTauAou pfjpaTa) caTq, sed cf apparatus ad 1.59 II 

3.1 cT> Xćyio] no Aóyco* MV II 2 ól] om. V II Kai] add. 6 C II 5 aAićuję] 
dAieuiu C II 7 e4>0ćy£aTo] e(f>0eyycTO M II tu pf|p«Ta] pqpa MV II 9 Xćyei 
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c II (S - 4>poyeię] ó ’l ouScrtoę; Meya 4>povet C; '0 'louSaioę peya <f>poveL 
V; cf. 3,13 sqq. II 10 0aAaaaay CV II II Kai 1 - pcTepaAey] om. MV II 
TTĆTpas- elTepcy MV, cf. et Ex. 3334 II 1112 Kai3 - Ka0eiAey] om. MV II 12 
Xtopl?] xwpel?, et quidem inter x w et etę ser. fen. duarum fere litterarum 
C II 14 Mwtiofjs-] praem. ó* M II tSp? t(] cLSrjTe M; elSriTe V II Tmoxday* 
MVh II Tta^aids 1 ] add. StaOfpcris' m II 15 tlJ om. MV II SaijrriAla (sic) C; 
SaijiiAeiay MV, scil. SaijńAeiay* II TL] add. Se C II 18 Kai*] om. MV II 19 
"Opa M II 21 d(f>fjKe] dcJjrjKey o vv V II 22 TrapeSpapew dpxayyeAoi] 
TTapeSpapoy apxdyyeAoi V II TraprjA0ew to] TTaprjAOey Ta V II xepouBeip 
M II 23 Kai] om. M II EL Sc] ’'18c M II xepou(3cip M II 24 ci Se] iSe M II 
aepatfeip CM II 25 cnjySouAoL* MV II El Se] v ISc M II 25 _ 26 Kai2 _ SouAa] 
aAAd M II 26 El Se] ”1 Se M II 27 TauTa] to C II 28 auTÓvI ] add. (jyni)* C II 
ay] addidi II 29 oupayou] dr-Opiim-ou Vh II 30 eaxc] om. C; eixe m II 31 
£Xa|3eTe l] eAapey tó C II SouAcia? - TTyeupa 2 ] om. V; mg. ser. Aeiirtei) h II 
SoiAeias - ] add. tidAiy M, cf. Rom. 8,15 II ćAapeTe 2 ] £Aa3e C II 32 pci£oy 
Só] pei£oya* C; pe(Ctov Se ser. MV II 34 £r|Teis-; Airróy] ćjriTeis' airróy V II 
35 Hupcy* C II 36 tó 1 - oóSapofi] om. V II od] ouSe* MV II 37 
SppioupyppaTwr'] Sripioupyuoy* MV II ISou] v ISe MV II ó] om. CM II 39 
e^ÓTe] ćę ótou*, ser. ć^ótou M; e£ airroti V II ć(f>9eyf;ayTo Vh II ó dAicu?] 
tou dAietus- Vh II 39 _ 40 ttóctolI - e£aAeii|;ai] om. C, quare d(f>ay[aai 
rj0eAoy ser. m II 40 airrój om. V II 41 dKodai^s 1 M II otl] om.* MV II 42 
X<ópq] praem. Kai' Łv TTepcńSi V, cf. 1. 43 et apparatus ad 11. 42 44 II 42 44 
TTpoeAapey - Aapuci] om. V II 43 Kai] Kai’ M II ey 2 ] 0 m. M II 44 
4>ayeptÓTepoy] 4>ioTeiyÓTCpoy* MV II 45 prjpa] add. touto V II 46 łauTou 
XapTtr|8óya] AapupSom auTou h II ouk] om. codd. II Kai] om.* C II 48 tóv] 
om. MV II 50 Kall] om.* MV II cKaaTOS 1 ] add. ow V II 52 Siayoią] 
KapSia* C II 54 TTapeAeuacTai h II 56 'Pf)pa] Tó prjpa touto V II prjpa] 
add. f)v* MV II 58 TauTa - ec^Ocy^aTo] om. MV II parmu (sic) V II EiSes 1 ] 
”ISe Mh; quoad h notandum: ę propter ligaturam, quam repperis in V, 
lector sicut copista codicis h facile neglegere potuit; melius uid. hic OiSaę 
II 59 eis 1 - Tru0pći'a] forsan legendum ck auTou tou TTuOpeuos 1 , cf. p. 25 II 
TTCi/ias 1 ] KaKia? h II 

4,1 dp£apeuoę C II ecf>’ cTepa] etperćpa (sic) C; atperepa (sic) V II 
eKKuAiea0ai] eyKuAicaOai MV II xaAiu(o] praem. KaOdirep* MV II yuiópi]] 
yA(ÓTrq C II 4 UTTÓaxeaiu] add. tóu Aóyou MV II duaydywpeu V II 6 TauTa 
cut|xcuu] uptv AaAiuu TauTa V II dTTÓuotau] duoiau V; Siduoiau* M; cf. 
4,89; 5,7677 necnon CPG 4735 II 7 KaTa] om.* MV II 8 eneiSay 
u3piaioaiu] xAeud£ouai* M; KaKiCoucny Kai V; cf. 4,11 II Aeyooaiu C II 
'Ayopeu V II 8-9 dyopaioę] ayopaie (ser. ayopee), tl eemu ayopaios 1 (ser. 
ayopeoę); C; dyopcuę V II 9“ 10 eii'at - tó 1 ] om. MV II 11 pewny Kai] 
peuouTa C II Ma0e] add. ouu V II 12 dyopaiou] om. codd. II eiuai] om. V II 
13 peu] pe C; yap V II U ió4>eAeLę] tucjieAoę (scil. ócJjeAos 1 ) V II Adpat] add. 
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au M II Sc] Se pe C II 15 6 ću] om. C (eu ser. m) II eembę] eaTriKius'* C II 
apÓTr|i’] Kai apoTrjpa C II 16 el;i] om.* MV; add. Kai h II cl;2] om.* MV II 
cyAripaTa] eyKZripa M II a\X’ eyKiupia V II 17 auudYCię] auuayei codd.; 
auudYeis 1 coni. m II 19 odSe] ouSć cotiu eyKZripa* MV || 20 apyóu 1 ] 
dpycuę* C II peu ouu] om. MV II dpyóu2J add. £rju V II 21 en’ epyaarripiiu 
ecnr|Kei; MV II 23 peTCpdWeTo CMm II 23 24 Kai 2 - CKippuTTe ] om. V II 26 
Siauoias' M II 27 Tfjs 1 oupauiaę] tou oupauou* C II ÓTTTopeuris' MV; 
aTrropeuri* h II 28 yuiupr|] post hoc nomen lacunam suspicauit m II 
vopl£ouaa] euópi£eu Cm II KÓapou] 3iou C II 29 _ 30 ouk - npóę 1 ] om.* 
MV II 31 aic^wcTO V II cyKaZurmou V II 32 touto] airró* MV II 33 
Ka0alpiou] K«0apl£iou* MV II aiaxńvfTO V II 34 d\Xd* C; a\X’ el h II 
eyKaXXioTTiCcTO V II 35 ó 2 - eAcyeu] oi Se eAeyou* C II 36 eaTr)KT|aau 
(sic) C; eicnT|Kciaar' MVm II 37 aTpiopaTÓSeppou] aTpibpa* C, cf. 1. 42 II 
\eyouaa] Aeyci V II 37 38 'AudaTpadu pou tou uióu M II 38 Kai 2 ] om. M II 
eKeiuw] touto (scil. subintelligendum to emTr|8eupa auTou uel 
scribendum toutu>*) C; f) tćxut| V II KióZupa] add. ckcIuou C II 39 eyeueTo 
V II 40'41 Tdi-2] tó* C II 41 TTapexiou] napici Kai Aeyei V II Zu] Zol 4>ryri 
M II 42 ZTpwpaTÓSeppou - ’Eyib] ZTpulpa (ser. aTpópa) tó Sćppa cycu C II 
ydp] om. M II Se] om. C II 43 ueKpóu - ’Eyib] ueKpóu aou eycp0fjuai eyto 
C II 0eóu] add. ydp C II 45 Mr| tl] Mt^tc* C II aTrfjX0eu] add. ow V II 46 
ZeyouTa] praem. tou* V II 8’ au] om. M II 47 rj - ciaeX0r|Te] eiaćX0r|Te f| 
oiKiav transp. V II 47 48 eu - pcluaTe] om.* MV II 48 Kai 1 ] om. M II 
d^io?] add. ydp* C; add. eaTri nec ser. punctum interrogationis M; transp. 
post aKT|uoTToióę V II TTauAou] dTToaTÓAou* MV II 49 tl ; Ouk] ti ou; m II 
aXX’ erreiSr! - T|u ] om. C II 50 SiaSripaTi V, non ser. h II 51 TTpiaKiAAau 
Cm II Kai ’AKuAau] om. MV II 52 TrXeloj Mm II 53 TTpiaKiWau Cm II 54 
(jmxrię pou] eprję i];uxfjs'* C II eauTiou] om. M II 56 (j^r)? M-ou] cpfję 
C II 58 Aeye] add. oti* MV II 58~59 El - ea(f>dyr|CTaul] om. M II Ei 
- dXX’ £a(f>dyr|aau] ouk Ło<ł>ayr\aav coni. V II 60 TcZoę] scil. papTupiou; 
praem. tó V II TTapaaKeurp'] praem. TTpóOcaLU Kai V II 61 uióu] ser. s.l. V II 
62 Aeyei] scil. ó 0cóę, cf. I. 60 II aou] add. tou dyaTTTjTou 8 l’ epć* C II 67" 

68 e£exeeu C, non ser. m II 6667 "Q - c5ćxcau] transp. post l. 73 Zappa 
MV II 67 eau] el M II edu SiaSwai] cię SidSiuaiu V; clę SidSoaiu h II 
SiaScuai] Swaioaiu C II 68 ckciuoi] kakcIuoi V II tó 2 ] om. C II e£excou M II 

69 KaTe(f>póur|aau - Ciopę] KaTa<f>pououuTai M; ou KaTocJjpuuouTai V, cf. 
1. 70 II 70 Ta?] praem. kcll * C II 71 Scóaouaiu C; Sióacuai m II toutou?] 
touto* MV II 72 oiKĆTai] add. eyluouTo* C II 73 ó] om. MV II ’Appaap] 
add. Kai ’IaaaK MV II Zappa] cf. apparatus quoad 11. 67-68 II aim)] om. C II 
74 di] Kai C; f) m II 75 xpaaolę* C II ipaTloię - crripiKois'] cnpiKoię 
ipaTioię V II Tolę3] praem. Kai M II 76 ćpya£eTai C II emTeZet C II 78 
cIttcu - ducKTd] elncu TauTa MV II 79 auyyeulSa] euyeuiSa MV ll 80 
epioi] poi codd. II 81 toutcuu] add. ouk cittcu* C; add. elncu V II 82 Blou 
l-ióuou] pioupeuou C; recte ser. m II 83 c^alu] scil. Sara II 84 Kai ó 
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’A3paap] om. codd.; cUnctancter addidi, quia orator uoce sua uiua potest 
exprimere sermones alternos nullis uerbis utens II Gpaaupóęj primum add. 
4)T|aiv, sed postea expunxit C. attamen ser. m; cf. apparatus ad lecliones 
praecedentes II 85 "EGuaeJ Kai cOuacu V II tó ] om. C II 87 Kai] add. toę* 
C II tjtdppoę] appoę* C II 89 TauTa] add. 8e V II Kai] add. Trćimai' C II 91 
Trefią] praem. ey C; TTeyiay V II (3aTm£eTai CV, forsan archetypus II 
ttAoutw] praem. £y C II ĆTTaipeTai CV, taenia pelliculari utens legere non 
potui an etiam M; forsan archetypus II 95 ppSĆTroTe] ppSćmu* C II Tq] om. 
M II 98 tuj] om.* MV II Tpy] praem. Tois - racny V II 99 pyćcu£cy* C II 
99 100 ot e - pyoi£cv] om. MV II 100 tótc] ttótc M; praem. Kai V II ofjy] 
om. MV II 100 _ 101 yiuópeyoę CV, attamen non h II 

5,1 Kai] ser. s.l. V II 2 cVta] Triu a<uoia (sic) V; Tpy cyyoiay h II 
pcTaxcLpiaópc0a CM; peTaxcipiaapcyoi V II ouy] om. MV II 3 
ayotyoyTes'] praem. ppiy* C II 4 Tai TrXp0oę (sic) V II 5 ppty] upiy C II 
eySctKyuyTat] scil. ai ypacjjai; ĆTTi8ciKVuTaL V; e ttl5c iKi^uuTat h II 6 tó2] 
Tpę C II 7 ypdtjjci] ydp cfrpaiy V II 9 Ti'] praem. Ti ypd<f>ci p 8e£td; (i.e. 
transp., cf. 1. 910) V II Ti 2 ] Kai tl* MV II 910 Ti^ - Se^id] om. M; transp. 
antę TU V II 10 ćyyokapcy] ytyiórncopry MV II I I XpL(TTp>] add. KOtr-p 
KTiaLS 1 * C II TTpóacxc* C; TTpóaxeę M; TTpoaćxcTc V II 1214 Tó - KTiatę] 
om. C II 14 TTappor-* C II I4d5 to ndoTa] om. V II 16 peu ow] om. MV II 
dyopuTTÓpcr-os 1 M; ayopuTTopeu V II KaTdppTc] Kai Ta (3a9p C; 
KaTaSpi^at V II 17 tó] ser. s.l. C II 3u0óęi] |3d0oę V II £ócf>oy] CocJToSćs - tl 
V II 19 rai 1 ] om. V II 20 Koiorj] KOU'a MV II 22 euKaToAptrra] C acorr -, i n 
mg. add. p quare euKaTdAppTTTa C P corr - II ytyuópcua C II 23 BpaSuTepo?] 
3pa8uTp<r C II 24 TTOipoaipm V II 25 pp8eię] pp8cv Cm II paAaKi£ea9e m II 
TTcipay] add. ydp* C II 26 ttoAAou] TToWaKię C; ttoAAols 1 V II 27 ou] praem. 
Kai MV, quare om. punctum post ć'aea0ai M II 28 airó] add. 8c* C; add. 
yoiiy V II eL5oy Td]i8oy Ta (sic) C quare ser. i8i6y ra m; eL8óyTa M; ciSoy 
TToWaKię t 0 V II 29 ycyópcya* C II Npcfouad ccmy p* C II 31 et tl?] om. 
C II 32 iSoti - tt d vt a] om. C II dvayi['(i)OKOVTeę] ymucjKOUTfS' V II 34\35 
TafiTa KOiwiii'] Td e Kety wy m II 35 Koitaiiy] Ketniiy V; add. Aćyto C II 
<pmaę Chm; <{>ucrwy M II Tn-ppcę C II 36 Kemię- ćwoiais - ] Kaiypę 
eyyoias'* C II 37\38 TTpomw - tu^Alottc] TrpmToy pp an-Aco? 
TCTixf>Awa9aL* C II 39 ydp] om. M II 40 'O] om. M a -corr. V; intercalauit M 
(forsan M 2 ) II 41-42 6iaaKa(f>p kotcd, papyapiTOL M II 42 44 uoppaTa - 
dacfjaAcias - ] yoppaTa TTpóaexf V II 43 peTa 1 - da^aAcias 1 ] pcTa 
aacfjaAcias' C; peTa aatJjaAciaę, aAA.d Ta yoppaTa peTa cuKoAiaę M, et 
quidem uel transp. uel (quod probalius est) dAAd - perd 2 add., ut aliquid 
omissum sanaret II 44 Md0c - pd0c ] May0ayc - pai'0ayc* C II eemy] om. 
C II 45 pa0c - KOTa^pSi] pd0cTc - KaTÓBpTc (sed accentum non ser.) M II 
47 ó 1 ] om.* C II 49 Aeiipo] add. ouy V II 50 tó] om. V II55 oupayós 1 ] praem. 
ó V II 57 otl 3 ] dx\’ otl M II 58 otl - dAAot 2 ] om. MV II TauTa - TTayTa] 



Die pseudo-chrysosiomische Predigl CPG 4701 


51 


Tldura ydp Ta Ora transp. * MV II 58 59 AcycLę] add. otl* C II 60 
MfppuctS'] om. codd.; pp paiuou m; addidi propter Mp paluopai; in 1. 62 II 
toooutou* C II 61 uircppoAp] u7T£poxp V II 63 'Epurrpai.)] 'Epumii* MV II 
aej add. ouu eyu) V II 65 Aćyaę] Aćyci CM; Ou Aeyei TTauAo? V; loco 
Acycis 1 potes et scribere Aćyc nisi quaestionem sequentem uelis 
introducere ex ore oratoris. Mihi enim uidetur eum ita non uerbo Aćyei, 
sed 'EptoTd usum fuisse II Trpd - XpiaTÓu] TTp(ó tou TrapalueaGai (sic) M, 
et quidem, quod intra hamulos scripsi, uid. correxisse M 2 || TTpó tou] Trpiu 
p* C II tou XpLOTÓu] T(p Kpian) uid. C a corr - II ó] om. V II 66 outóu] om. C 
II Kai] ’AXAa Kai V II 67 auTÓu] om. MV II pu] om.* MV II 68 cpcucu V II 
68 69 puncta interrogationis 1 - 2 om. codd. II p 1 - 2 ] om.* C II 69 Qa\aaaa MV 
II Ti] Kai Ti V II 70 TTauAoę] praem. ó* M II 7lTrappAGou M II Td ttolut a 
ko lud transp. M II 74 Kai] iua V II 76 TTauu 1 - 2 ] Kai ttóuu M II 78 _ 79 Oukouu 
- Ou] Oukouu ou Troipaia aoi ótJjGaApous- tou aiópaTos - V II 78 Oukouu 
TTOipaou CM II 78~79 aOpaTOS 1 . Ou] aiópaTos- ou - . et quidem ou intercalauit 
nisi fallor M2; cf. Photii Amphilochia qu. 167,8 II 79 Ou] om. C II 80 ćpoi] 
poi codd. II 82 add. Nai M II 'Enei ryto] Kdyiii V II Tluis-J add. cxc ls - 

V II 84 "Otou] add. ydp V II 85 Outos 1 ] Outios- M II ó] om. V II Geój eonu 
codd., quia Outot tamquam subiectum interpretati sunt, scil. Outo? 6 
AlGoę; attamen orator uult dicere hunc deum, quem uidis, existcrc, i.e. 
subiectum mihi uid. esse Outoś- ó Gcó^ II Mp] praem. "Otou tou AiGou 
0c6u KaAeis - , ttlo? ex eL ? ótJjGaApouę; C, quae inteiTogatio, etsi est 
homoioteleuton, nisi fallor nihil aliud est nisi glossa; nam qui illam 
scripsit, legens Outo? subintellexit AlGoę II 86 euftoGcu] add. óutcuu V II 
TTeTTeipiopćuou (sic) V II 87 88 iua 2 - pi£psi om. m II 88 AiGou'] add. <i>s-* 
C II Tal] om. M II 89 auudyps (ser. auudycis-) V II TTpoaKuupaa? V II 90 
eyto] om. MV II 91 "Otou - Gcorroips - ] subintelligendum Mp cx a ? 
ócfjaApous - , oTau ktA. II GcoTroifis- CVm; GeoTToipaps- M II McGuci] Oiou, 
peGuei* MV II 93 au] praem. kol V II Sc ] om. CV, ser. m II 9394 Kai - 
Geóę] om. MV, ser. in mg. Aei7T(a)i’a(iaę) h II 94-95 Kai - Gcós'] om. C II 94 
'H] m Otl p V II95 Ta] om. M II GcoTroieię CV II 98 aaGpói' V II p] om. MV II 
99 tou? Aóyous - V, sed non h; om. M II TaLs - x f pcrlv] om. C II Kai] om. 
CM, forsan omittendum II 100 ttc Xr kcl] ttcXukl (sic) M II auTÓ 1 ] auną V II 
auTÓ 2 ] om. C II 101 Touto - TTaGob] Kai p pcGp Kai p TTOpueia rra0oę 
cotiu V II pćGpę] peGp ecmu, TraGo? canu M II auTO 1 - 2 ] aina* C, quare 
post TTÓGfaę forsan addendum est: TropKiaę eon ttoGos\ kAottps - ćcttl 
TTdGoę II 103 aoij transp. post I. 102 xp cia MV II 105 'O - cpAcmu] om. 
M II 106 Kai] om. M II 107 TTpoaeKuupaeu] add. a unii 6 pp pAćmau V II 109 
ó aiaTpp] om. CM, necessarium uid., etsi forsan nihil aliud est nisi 
coniectura II I 10 pAr^iamu C II I I I I 12 OćArię - wbOnApous 1 ] om. MV II 
I 12 <’><f>0aApouę awiacu-ę] bis ser. C II I 13 oij om. M II 114 Kdu] 'AAAd 
Kau M II I 141 15 GćAps -1 - 2 ] GeApapę C; GeAci? V II 116 rraiScuio] add. kol 
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8iop0co V II eraimous 1 ] om. M; tou? dmcn-ouę V II peTapaWun,] 
TTatSeutoi-’ Kai V II I 17 iuivTaxoQcv] ttói/toSo'* C II 

6,2 Ta nawa Katwi V II cootc - KTiaię] om. C II 5 Tlpóac^e?] npóaxe? M 
sicut et codd. Bibliothecae Amphilochiorumque Photii; TTpós- pe C; 
TTpóaex f V II Stawicn-pOi* C II 7 ou] praem. fen. trium fere litterarum M II 
p] intercalauit M, forsan M2; om. V II 7-8 d g - owo?] om. V II 8 drai - 
pe\Tiou] elvai quod autem deinde expunxit et supra 1. ser. peM-loi; h II ćk] 
om. * C II 9 EippTai] praem. TTpóaex eTe V; Acyctoi m II 11 epYaCpTat 

V II 12 aXXd OTaf V II per-, 8ifaTpappćw)v 8e] edncaTpappewn' C II 12 _ 
13 8iop0toaat - Ka0apai (sic) V; ser. primum et h, sed postea corr. 
8iop0waq - Ka0dpp h II 13 dyOpamoy] oupaww M II 14 Toirrean M a - corr -, 
deinde intercalauit o-mikron II KTi£a] om. C; add. 8ł Trd\Lv V II róv] om. 

V II 15 dy0pLOTToy] om. h II epyd£r|Tai h II I5 _ I6 pfTapokpę uid. M II 16 
anoWopet-ou (sic) Mh; anoWupćwiu m II 18 póvov] add. f]* C II 
TTapaYwyr)] TTapaydYei (sic) V II 19 Kad] praem. pumoOcy m, uid. non 
necessarium, forsan tamen recte II SiopBióop - KaBapp] subintelligendum ó 
0eóę II 21 pu7Tto0eiaa] praem. py Sc * C II 8ć ] om. C II 22 Kai) uid. omisisse 
M II 23 Tl po ow] Ou TTpó oiu'* M; Ou npiópu V II ouu2 ] y’ ouv V II 24 ricos 1 ] 
add. 8ł C II 25 KTiais 1 ] praem. f) m II 26 oux'i] add. p* C, atque 1. 27 eic 
praemittendum p*; oux f) h II 27 ck] koi C; ser. s.l. p* M II 8ć] om. M II 
pCTa(3oAp] 8ta|3oXp C, sed non repperis in m II 28 "OTau] add. ouu V II 
aKÓkaoTou] om. M II 29 auTou] auni) C II 30 Stawna] Kap8ia* MV II 30 31 
Ycuópeuou ćkeppoua transp. V II 32 Kai] om.* C II 33 Auo ktiocls'] Aid 
touto KTiaię C II tó 2] om. V II 34 AouTpóu] om.* C II 3536 tou - auTou] 
om. MV II 36 euSuópcuot Sc* C; praem. Kai V II Y^ópcuou V, forsan 
dvaycvv(ó\Lcvov sicut apud Photium II 37 38 auTou - noippa] om. codd. II 
38 ću] praem. Ydp C II 39 cni - dYaOoię] om. m II 39 40 eni - ^OapTOLS 1 ] 
om. V II 40 Ta] llpcoTa m II ćnU -cni 2 ] om. codd. II 41 Tótc] ToSe (sic) 
M; oi ou V II 42 airró oiuou] auTÓu ueou MV II ’Ekci] KaKei' ex a * C II 
Kal2] om. M II 43 KaWiwuJ |3f \tuou* C II 44 _ 4o 'Opa? - KTiaię] om. V II 45 
oupauóę] praem. 6 M; au0pionoę Vh, ser. in mg. oupauóę latwę) h II 
Kaiuóę] om. C II 46 ped aKpipeiaę m II 47 pkios-] add. Kaiuós 1 * C II Yk-l 
Yt); M II oupauóę] praem. ó V II 48 pe 1 ] pot* MV II p] ci C; Ti* Y<ip MV, 
quare Ti* II 49 6 auTÓęl] om. CM, forsan coni. V II pćutu] praem. pp Cm; 
peiuto V II ó auTÓ? 2 ] auToę KaKto? c'xwu V II 50 'O] om. M II uoaepós 1 * 
MV II 51 daeX0óuTa - oiKiau] cię oiKiau ciae\0óuTa- KapuouTa - (sic) 
Vh, KapuouToę corr. s.l. h II uoaepou* MV II 52 keuKaiua (ser. AeuKaiup) 
C; praecedit ras. trium litterarum m II ToLxouę] praem. Touę* C II 6po(f>ou] 
praem. tou* C II 55 pupeu* C II 55'56 TTpóacxe - epui] npóacxe TrdXi v o (co 
m) Xćyco* C II 56 LaTpós'] praem. o M II 57 d(f>Lpai] praem. pp h II 58 
ĆYdpai] Kai CYdpeTai Kai C II Toi^ouę] praem. tou?* C II 59 Tou] ’AXXa 
tou* C II 7ToipoT|Tai MV II 60 KexpO"'"ai tt] TĆxr , p] airouSp KĆxppTai* C II 
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61 uyiaiup* C II 63 di7ĆXa3e - aupTTcaouaau] scandalum fuit copistis 
codicum C et V, quare ser. ai’ćXa(3ci7, TTai7Taxou 8c TTdpeanu del C et ser. 
di7eXa(3ei7' 7Tai7Taxou aupTTeaouaau eupeu Tpu 4>ixtli7 ppiiiu V II eiaoSou 
8e] uópaou MV II 64 KaXei] -KaXp (ser. KaXXp) M; V KaXp (sic) V, pu 
koXgi interpretatus est in mg. h II 65 pupeu* C II 65-66 tou auOpuiTTou M II 
66 uoaouaau] om. V II 67 eppppcuou (sic) V, eppippeuou h acorr - II 68 
Kuiaas 1 ] Kupaau* C; Kupaas' (sic) V II poXuvouaai7* C II acfiaTTÓpcua* C II 
68 69 tt) 17 - TTOTOupćvpv] om. M II 69 tou? - aaXeuopei70us-] om. V II 70 
aup.7Td0Giai7] aOpTTaaau MV, necnon add. 4>ua 117 V II 71 dKoXaaTous' V II 
73 TTdaou] dTraaau* C II tou - Keipeuou] tiou auGpiÓTmiu Keipeuaiu* C II 75 
GTTLTpLpouTa] GpTTiT7Xcoi7Ta* C II 76 SiopGoupeuouę* MV II 78 8e om. MV II 
78~79 ouk - auuuóu] om. V II auuuóu] 79 auuuóu codd., auuiiou lectio 
communis II eKCtynou] £ptmu M II 80 'O - TauTa] om. V II otou - 
KaTpyopp] otg - KaTpyopGi* C II 82 ćxp0pdTi£ei7 C II 83 'EicdGiaeu - 
, 'AXXos‘] om. V II tó? - póur)] <ru Tp epppw uię f) KopuiuT) transp.* C II 
Oippoi V II oti] om. MV II 84 otto] gttI* MV, cf. apparatus ad I. 87 II 85 
GKoaToę - ĆK0Xi3rj] transp. codd. post 1. 87 ypę II 86 KexuTai] gkkxutol 
( sic) M; gkkgxutoi* V II 87 gkootos - - GK0Xi3p] codd., et quidem GK0Xi3p 
om. MV; praem. + Kai 6 KQTop0ióu eu duGpiÓTTois 1 oux U7Tdpxei+dXXos-+ 
(sic) V, cf. textus 6,84 85, quare suspicor copista archetypi hic iterum 
scripsisse uerba Michaei prophetae, et quidem propter dTró/eTTi Tpę yp? 
(6,84.86); transposui textum post 1. 85 UTTdpxc 1 II 87 eKaaTosp add. yap m II 
88 apapTiuXdii7 CVm II 89 Hoiau] add. 8e* C; add. ouu V II uoauiu] 
uoaepóę* MV II 90 i8p V, II 90 91 TToiau - ducyuwKÓTa] om.* MV II 90 
gXttl8o] add. ex eL ? m II 91 uoaouuTOsp KÓpuouToę* MV II 92 laTpoi] 
praem. f) (sic) V, oi* ser. h II LSoutcs 1 ] eiSÓTCS 1 C; gLSóutcs' ser. V II 
tgXgutt j )v] TcXeuTaiai7* C II 92D3 ('óotg - TrpoapKouTas*] om. MV, et 
quidem post TcXcuTpu habet aut fenestram aut rasuram quattuor fere 
litterarum M II 94 e ttiSclki/uutgs' M II Tpę - UTToXptj;eioę] to eaurau* 
MV II 96 SiaaTpecfiouTa] aTpć((>oi7Ta V II tou iaTpou] tou iaTpou MV, 
attamen non h II 97 ouTcoę] o&Toę (scil. 6 loTpóę) V; ille copista T Q8e non 
“hic”, sed “hoc modo” interpretatus est II outóu tou iaTpou] outou tou 
iaTpou C; auTou tou TrdOouę MV; correxi II 98 Ouai] T Q* MV II 99 
apapTii)X(5i7 V II aueypatjtcu] cypa^eu C II 

7,1 'O 1 ] Kai 6 V II KXaiei] ttguOgl* C II 2 ’EyKaTĆXt7Tou* MV II TToia] add. 
ouu V II ćXttls-] add. Xolttói7* C II 3 Xeyei codd. exc. h II ’EyKaTeXi7Tou* 
MV II 4 pou t]7uxiy* transp. MV II ex0p(óu] praem. tiou* MV II 5 I aj 
Kupie, tó* C II 6 U7TcXei4>0T) O cor r. || 7 ’H - ’Iou8aia] Ei 8e loubaioę- M; 
Ei 8ł ’Iou8aioi Vh; Ei 8e eu Tp ’lou8aia m II ottou uópoę] om. V II 9 
ottou2] om. M II Kupaa* (ser. Kupaa) C II Kai] om. M II TTapduopoi] 
TTapauopia- M; Trapauopia Kai* V II 10 aaeBaai] om. MV. aaepeiai ser. 
C II gGgottoiouuto V II I I wsp om. C II Aiouuaou] add. iópyid£ouTO m II 
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SeppaTa V; Sępa M atorr - II 12 ćpipouyTo] om. C II TTauTaxó0cuJ 
TTauTÓOcu* C II 13 Kuuaę] add. Kai V II 14 kotc okc uaaeu] 
KaTedKCuAeaku MP corr -, et quidem quod inter hamulos scripsi, uid. 
scripsisse M 2 II Aukouś - ] Xcukous- m II 'O - «Touel] om. MV II 15 pdTpu] 
om. C II 16 ttoicl - aurrpp] om. codd.; conieci II 17 outco] auTOu MV II 
18-19 tóu yoappóy - gttl] om. MV ll 18 tóu] to C II 19 8d bu 1 ] add. Kai C; 
add. ó V II yrj] praem. p MV II 20 0dXaTTo] praem. p M II nauTa] om. MV 
II 21 ou8e oupayou] du0pu>TTOU M II 22 dXXd - duOpioTrou] a XX’ duOpurrTou C 
II Aid] Alótol V II 24 apapTia] om. C; apapTiau V II 25 a XX’ pX0e] dXXd 
MV II 28 ttc pLcfjavr|s-, ćk] em<f>aupę C II 30 iaTpcuOrjuai] om.* C II 32 
pćAAuiu Kaicii 1 ] om. MV II 34 outoi? C II dyyfAaiu] add. ĆTTolpacu* C II 
afUTTOTTToę] daep|irii'CUTos'* C II 41 yćwopaL] yeuui C II 42 AćyTLOy - 
kqt e3p] om. M II TTou - 8icd'>aaTo] om. V II 8ic£ióaaTo] tt? pie^uloaTO C II 
oukJ ou C a - corr - II 43 aUTią] auTou C II p ttc pipoAiy] p puTTCp(3oXp (sic) V, p 
UTreppoAp h II 44 ayeXa|3eu] cXa|3cv MV II 45 pupeu* M II Tpyl] ser. in mg. 
C II 46 pppy] ppi (sic) C; clpl m ll 48 3op0paa i 'Ta MV II 50 [3ouXópcuou] 
subintclligendum tou KapyoyTa; 3ouXopeupy MV II aycxopćyr|y li II 50-51 
Tiiiy iaTpaiy* C II 52 em] TTpós- C II auTou] om. C II ćxpr|M-ĆTi£ey (sic) C II 
53 apd] dpa (sic) C II Kai 2 ] om. MV II połcia - kAottp transp. C II 
auyKexuTai V II 54 dXXa] praem. Kai* C II uoacpós 1 * MV II tua] om. C II 55 
'O - f TTĆTaTTf y] om. MV, cf. 1. 61 II yoadu] yoappóę C II ouk eTTpKOuacu] 
odx UTTpKouacu C II 61 ckćAcucu] cttćtottcu* C , cl'. 1. 55; dXXb (dXXa ser. 
h) ćk? Acuaey Vh II ó — dappx£To] om. MV II 62 Kai] add. 6 5ia[3oAos- V II 
63 64 ouk - |3ouAopai] om. MV II 64 a] o V II au Aćyeis 1 transp.* C II tco — 
aiTia] Td aiópaTa d0Xia dtrióAAuTO C; Kai to (ser. tcó) auipa TauTa aiTet 
V II 

8,1 KOTpyoped] KaTpyópci V, accentus forsan ser. manus secunda II ó] 
om. codd.; addidi II uópos 1 KaTpyopd] om. C ll 3 ’AttióXAuto Cm II 6 (Jipaiu] 
add. auTolę* (scil. cimo) MV II od Troiouaiy] om. MV II 12 TIcos- Ta] TTiiiS" 
Ta CM, qui copistae illo puncto pcrsaepe loco puncti interrogationis usi 
sunt II 11 TrapOculau] ttc pl TrapOcyias 1 C II 12 TTepl aKTppoauupę C II 14 
rćuwpai (ser. Fćuopai) C II dyOptoTToę] duOpwTToę - MV II 1415 tco 
dyOpcÓTToi] om.* C II 15 KaTapyili] 8iaAćyopai' KaTapyd C II 16 17 
OciKyupi 2 - dy0p(.jTroy 2 | om. MV II 17 to outo] tuj auTcu C II 18 SóAoę et 
post auTod add. eupc0paeTai V II 19 cxouaiu V, non ser. h II atuTpplaę] 
om. MV II oi e7n{3ouAedoi'Tfs-] ouk ĆTTi[3ouAeunuTai MV II dTrcxf)dyu>aiy] 
aTTÓ^aaiy M; om. V II 20 l8ioc7H'J eui* MV II pp cxouTa] pp cx e ' iv * MV; 
ouk cx oi 'Ta uid. melius II 22 Aiaxdup M, Ouk alaxuup* interrogauit V II 
touto] om.* MV II 22 7TfpippxeTo] scil. ó SidpoAoę- II 23 0eou. Outo?] 
0eou outos* codd. exc. h II 6] om. MV II ody] om. C II 24 p] om. C II 27 Kai] 
om. MV II Tcóy ’lou8auou] om. C II 28 ćXćy(jei* MV II 29 pupcu* CV II ti] 
om. M II 30 Tl - uuu;] om. V II uuu; ElaćpxcTai] uuu daćpxcTai M, et 
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quidem non repperis hic punctum inierrogationis II ldaćpx£TaL] add. 
toluuu V II Teios - ] tćws" CMm II 31 7rapaKaXci MV || 32 upcfjps-] 
CTup4>povrję C II 33 ITapaKaAci] add. avv V II auTobę] add. Kai Aeyei V II 
TTpóę pc] om. MV II 35 uooouutcs-] uoappoi* C II t|>opT(a] c{h>ptlou M II 
rem] f] MV II uóaos 1 ] add. Tpę apapTia? V II drabia] add. Trouppia V II 36 
(JjopTlou] praem. tó M II 39 olSpplou] alóppou M II ó£uup] 6Ęv MV II 
Kaiou] Kaip coni. m, melius uid. addere ucrbum aliquod sicut ex. gr. 
AapBdup II 40 ei'XouTO (ser. pAouTo) V II 41 p] subintelligendum pdXAou II 
ano] uttó h II 42 uyLCLau M II "lua] add. ow V II 43 touto] om. M II outcj?] 
ouToę codd. II dTraiTeiaai] cfjpaLir’ AiraiTei* C II Tuiu] om. MV II 44 
apapTppdTu)v] add. diraiTci ppaę tulu 7TXpppeAppdTa)u* C II ppas 12 ] om. 
MV II 46 KÓapou] add. dXX’'iua aioam tóu KÓapou* C. cf. apparatus quoad 
1. 55 II Sapu] add. ou8cu c'rrax0es' V II aLSppiou] aiSppou* MV II 47 Kalou] 
om. V II 47 obij f’ L 0 u M II 48 ttómoi' h II 8c ] om. C II 48 49 d - maTcucTc i] 
om. C II 48 d] add. 8c* V II 49 d - maTcucTc 2 ] om. CV II 50 |3Xćttctc] 
om.* C II 52 TTap0ćvcov* C, at cf. 9,12 II 53 Ouk f|AGeu] Ou TTpooTjAOeu V II 
54 tou GuyaTpiou C; to (ser. tlo V) GuyaTpiou Vh II 55 KÓapou] add. aXX’ 
\va aióaco* C, cf. apparatus quoad I. 46 II 56 AćywJ Taina Xćyu> tó C II Kai 

- TTpdypaTa] om. C II ouk] praem. ob xpdav exu> C II 59 SiSwpij add. Tpu 
eAcuGcpiau* C II 60 (J>ucni'] add. ppcoi' V II 6) Kwaar] Kupcrau* (ser. 
Kupaau) C; Kidaaa h II Kamno h II 62 poAńuouTas 1 h; poAuiWTa M; 
poAuuauTaę V II tl] add. ouv V II TrupcTTouma C II 63 Aobei - TTpioTou Aeyei 
C II Aobaai] Aobaio M; Aouaou V II aTraAAdaaou C; dTTaAAdTTio M II 64 
AouTpcą] AouTpóu V II 64-65 dAd<5ei rco - «'AXeLcfłtoJ aAd<f>ei' «Kai tw - 
aXd(Jxo* C II 66 ToaauTp] praem. Nai V II KamippGi kotw] om. V II 67 kol 

- pćua] om. MV II ob pćua] paiuei C; coni. m II auGpwTToę-] add. Kai 
ylucTai veoę V II 68 Kai*] pp* C II 69 laTpcia.] laTpcia; CV II 70 
TToipawper' CV II kokó] om. M II 71 Trovpp6v] praem. Kai* MV II 
aTToXXbpe0a] dTTioAópcGa (ser. aTToA(ópe0a) C; om. V II 71-72 BaTmaGpTc - 
Aafkbu] Aeyei (3aTm£ea0aL Kai aió£ca0ai' Kai ydp Xa(3cbe C II Aa[3u)v] 
add. our- V II 72 OTcpcd Tpo(f>p MV II 72 73 'Ettci&p - auTÓu] om. V II 73 
dGaioę ó] om.* M II uoaepóę* M II aUTÓv] om.* M II 74 tó eauTOui- 2 ] 
auTob M V II 75 ab] aoi C, non ser. m II 76 Xa|3c ] Xa[3u)v C II 

9,12 "Otou - KTiais 1 ] om. C II 34 "Otou - KTiais] om. V II 3 yeupTai] 
yiucTai C II 4 _ 7 (apaplTppdnou - KTiaiu] ser. exc. litteris quae posui intra 
hamulos M 2 II 7 llóoai] TTies ai M II pipaSes] rropuai C II KaTĆAeiTTau C II 
8 kcitc naaouTo M II CTTToSór'] aTTO&ór' Kai V II TTCpicpdAAoirro CM II 9 11 
TTdAiu - KTiais] om. C II 10 eiaeAGouaai] elafjAGou kcil V II 12 oukctl] 
ppKĆTi C II 13 auTp] auTps p yuiópp C II yuiópp] KapSia C II 1416 Oukctl 

- yiwwTai] om. V II 14 Oukctl] praem. Oua M II auTp] aurp C II 15 auTp] 
auTp (sic) M II Oukctl dXXoLs-J ’AXXa oukćtl aXXo M II 16 rropuaL] ol 
TTÓ puoL* C II 17 ktlctiu] praem. Tpu* C II "EXXpua - dpTrdCouTa] dptraya 
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tóv "EXXr|ua C II 19 xÓP fl S'] add. ywaiKaę V II 20 SiSóuto] SiSoirra CM; 
SiaSiSótrra V II Kai.2] om. M II 21 rrapayeuóp ,cvov M II outo?] ó outó? C II 
25 KaTaTTarnaai^Tas' MV II pipoupeuous - ] ycL-opiuous - V II anaOcią] 
KaKOTTaSfią MV II 26 ’'Att£X 0£] KÓTeX0e V II rf)u] om. C II 26-27 Kai (if]J 
pif) Kai C II 27 vó>] vói* C II 29 KTfjaiu] ktLoiu Mm; KXfjaiv V II tó 
SiaSripa] Ta SiSaypaTa (sic) C, to SiaSripaTa autem m II 30 poorAer? 1 ] 
add. ai/opias 1 * MV II eTtAriaau] euenAripow M; ćuenAricrau* V II 
daepdas 1 ] om.* MV II 31 ĆKKAriaiai' C II oi] om. MV II 32 cLttciu (3aaiXeL 
C II 33 touto] om. codd.; addidi II 33 34 urraKotiei] u intercalauit, et 
quidem uid. M 2 II 34 eiaepxeTai] epxeTai C II 3435 ouSeuóę - KC(f>aXrj] 
om. V II 35 TrapaiuouuToę] aiuouuToę M II 37 ó 1 ] om. MV II 39 6] om. M II 
dXAa] praem. ouxi* MV II 40 ex^ l] om. codd.; addidi II euAdpciau] add. 
e'xwi' m II 41 eym] Kai eya>* C; Kai ó paaiAeuę V II 41 "42 Tnep - 0ap] om. 
MV II 42 aunp] add. ttpćttcl M II 42 - 43 kol - KpÓToę] om. C II 43 KpÓToę] 
add. vvv Kai aei Kai M; add. aui' tcj Trauayuo Kai dya0al Kai Cojottoi (sic) 
manus secunda V, quod etiam ser. necnon add. (£coottoi)io outou TrucupaTi 
h II auiiuaęj add. tlou alaWou M II 


Apparatus ad codicem 277 ex Photii Bibliotheca (522 a 24 - 523 a 3) 
necnon eiusdem Amphilochiorum quaestionem 167. 

Sigla: 

B Consensus codicum A et M Photii Bibliothecae 
A Codex Marcianus gr. 450, saec. 11 
M Codex Marcianus gr. 451, saec. 12 
Q Amphilochia 


Titulus: 

I Tofi outou] ’Ek tou B; om. Q II 2 to 2 ] om. BQ II 3 "QaTe] om. BQ II 4 Ta 
- Katua] Kaiua to nauTa transp. BQ II 

5,69 102 Ti 0coTroieię: 

69 Ti] praem. "Otl <f>aaiu oi 'EXXquiaTai Kai tó ’Iou8ai£ou BQ II o Su, 
4)qaiv] om. BQ II 70 El - ktiols-] transp. post 1. 71 nauTa BQ II 71 ’Eytó] 
’Eyu) yap BQ II 73 i'6qs'] add. touto BQ II Acupo] add. kol BQ II 75 Kai] 
add. au BQ II ó<f>0a Apatię TTOieię] transp. BQ II 76 TTauu 1 ] Nai BQ II TTduu 2 ] 
Kai ttóuu BQ II 80 epoi] poi BQ II ITauu] MaAicrra BQ II 82 ’Ettc 11 - 
ó4>0aApouę] 2u Se BQ II 85 0eóę eemu ser. BQ II ócJjOaApouę] praem. dpa 
BQ II 85 _ 86 Mq tl ócJjeAoę] Mq ydp o^eAóę tl BQ II 86 eu8o0eu] ev8ou AQ 

II 88-89 tua 1 - auuaydyqę] motc tóu X[ 0 ou ae L 8 dv Ai 0 ou Kai tó (juAou 
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£uXon BQ II 90 Kai] oran M II cyd> aura] transp. A II Mp] T Apa BQ II 91 
Geonoip?] 0coTToiei? Q, et add. ócfjGaApou? fX fL S' BQ II 92 anGpiuno?] 
praem. ó BQ II nepi^eperai] add. rai raTayeAdrai BQ II anGpiunou] 
praem. tou Q II 92~93 dAoyon - pe0p?] d\oyo? BQ II 93 94 Kai - Aiónuaon] 
ó Aiónuao? BQ II 94 TM - ’A4>po8iTpn] om. BQ II 95 KaU - 'Epprjn] ó 
'Epprj? BQ II 95-97 "Oran - mcnruaai] om. BQ II 98-10) 'O - naGo?] om. 
BQ II 101 aura 1 ] Ta ndGp BQ II aura 2 ] mura BQ II 102 Gconoier?] 
GeoTTouon ouk aiaGdnp BQ II 

6,5'55 TTpóaaxe? - noaouaan: 

5 ITpóaaxe?] El |3ouXa 8ć, TTpóaxe? (sic) BQ II 5T5 auuTeinon - 
SiandaTpaonJ orno? ycyone ttcwtcl rama BQ II 7 KaAeimi] Aeyerai BQ, 
et add. koi AQ II 9 13 El ppm i - Acyio] om. BQ II 13 d v0pa)TTOv] oupanón 
BQ II 14 tuutó] om. B II cotl - on] ćcmn ćk toD pp ónra? BQ II 15 
epyaoprai] dnepydcrpTai BQ II T fi8e j TmrauGa to raięciu BQ II eiri] 
praem. eemu BQ II 16 19 era! - raGdpp] koi BQ II 20 KTiaGeiaa] 
eKTiapenp BQ II 21 puTTuGeiaa] eppumóGp BQ II uttó - 4>ónou] Tfj poixela 
Kat tio <f>óuu) kol TTpó? 4>0opan raTCefrepera BQ II oun] om, BQ II 23 24 TTpó 

- euppecrrei] oux oti npÓTepon ouk dxfn (dxe B) rap8ian BQ II 24 Ou] 
ou8c BQ II 25 Tps*] add. Koapouctp? ain-pn BQ II 26 oux'i] ou pónon BQ, 
add. fi Q II 26 27 Tfj? - 8e] aXXa Kai p Tfj? oucńa? 8ia(f>0apdcrp? BQ II 
2830 "Otciu - Sianoia] Outio KTiCerai aoKfjpcon p nópnp BQ II 30 31 oran 

- rap8la] outio? ćAeppun 6 apna^ BQ II 31-32 'O - TTcpiampa] outio 
perapaAAerai ei? TTpoparan 6 Auko? Kai 6 lepd£ ei? nepiaTcpdn BQ II 34 
XouTpón] add. Aćyu BQ II ’ATTo8uópenoi] ’ATTo&ixrdpenoi BQ II 3536 ran - 
aurau] om. BQ II 36 enSuadpcnoi] add. 8e Q II anGpiunon] om. BQ II 
yenópenon] duayeuuiupeuou BQ II 37 44 "QaTe - KTiai?] om. BQ II 44 o ti 
eaTt] o ti ecm (eonu Q) ser. BQ II 46 _ 49 ramo? - aura? 2 ] mino? Kai yrj 
Kainp, eyio 8c rai? apapnai? TTenaAauopai BQ II 50 noappó? dpi] 6 
SiaiTtópeno? en aÓTio Kai noaion BQ II 50 51 oun - ciacAGónra] iaTpó? 
BQ II 51 oiKian] add. tou appioaTOuuTo? ciaćAGoL BQ II nocrppou] om. 
BQ II ppScplan] ouSepian BQ II 52 noioupcnon] Aapoi BQ II XeuKalnonTa| 
Aeurainp BQ II toixou?] praem. tou? BQ II xp lja °Gnra] Kai xpwoypa<j)p 
ran BQ II 53 ou Aeyei?] ouk an cine? aimp BQ II 54 raAAiomCei?] add. 
popGpaon tio Keipenio BQ II 55 ci? on] en iii BQ II noaoucran] add. Kai TTpó? 
Tpn Gepanelan auTp? amura 8exerai ran ayiiina, Kai duaraiui£ei Kai 
dnopGoi Tpn <f>uaiu. Mi olm ran iaTpón pćpcf>p, oti pp raura ćttoLci (ttoici 
M), ran XpLaTÓn 8e naAm uttó poipou noici'?. oti to ura ttoici; Outco 
TTaprjAGc (nappAGcn Q) to apxala, outu yćyonc Ta nanTa Kama, outu 
Kainp (ramp] Kai p B) kticti?. Kai pupia an ti? Toiaura emaund(|tp. 
BQ II 



58 


Karl-Heinz Uthemann 


Apparatus BIBUCUS 


Tit. 2-3 II Cor. 5,17 II 

1.3- 4 Cf. Matth. 13,7-8 II 25.28 Cf. Act. 18,3 necnon 20,34; I Cor. 4,12; I 
Thess. 2,9 II 

2,2 Cf. 1,25.28 II 2-3 Cf. Matth. 4,12 II 3 Cf. Marc. 2,14; Luc. 5,27 II 4 Cf. 
Matth. 26,6-13 par. II 4-5 Cf. Matth. 27,38 cum Luc. 23,40-43 II 5 Cf. 
Matth. 2,1-7 II 18-20 Ps. 44,2 II 23 cf. ibid. II 26-27 Cf. 1,25.28 II 48-49 Cf. 
II Cor. 3,3 cum 11 loh. 12 II 51-52.53-54 Matth. 24,35, quoad lectionem 
uariantem cf. Marc. 13,31; Luc. 21,33 II 

3.3- 4 Cf. 2,2-3: Matth. 4,12 II 8-9 loh. 1.1 II 10 Cf. Ex. 14 II 11 Ex. 14,21 II 
Cf. Ex. 17,1-7 II 11-12 Cf. Ex. 16 II TTÓXeis- locum non repperi II 12-13 Cf. 
Ex. 17,11-12 II 15-16 Gen. 1,1 II 17-18 loh. 1,1 II 20 Cf. Gen. 1,1 II 30-32 
Rom. 8,15 II 35-36.37-38.41-42.42-43.49 loh. 1,1 II 

4,5 Cf. 1,25.28 II 14 Cf. Marc. 8,36; Luc. 9,25 II 24-25 Act. 18,3 II 46-48 
Matth. 10,11 II 51.53 Rom. 16,3 lectio uarians II 54-55 Rom. 16,4 II 60-61 
Cf. Gen. 22 II 62 Gen. 22.12.16 II 64 Rom. 16,4 II 73-74 Cf. Gen. 18,6 II 
77-78 Gen. 18,6 II 83 4>iXo£ci/ia cf. Gen. 18 II 87-88 Cf. Gen. 22,17 II 98 
Cf. lob 31,32.34 II 99 Cf. lob 40,18 ? II 

5.8 Cf. Eph. 6,20; 11 Tim. 1,16 II Cf. Phil. 1,7.13.14.17; Col. 4,18; II Tim. 
2,9; Phm. 10.13 II 9 Act. 20,9-12 kcc! ppOri ncKpóę II 10-15 II Cor. 5,16-18 II 
31-32 II Cor. 5,17 II 34-37 Ibid. II 39-40 I Cor. 2,14 II 44.52.58-59 Cf. II 
Cor. 5,17 II 70-71 11 Cor. 5,17 II 86 Cf. Matth. 5,29; 18,9; Marc. 9,47 II 
106-107 loh. 9.35.38 II 109-110 loh. 9,39 II 

6,1-2 11 Cor. 5,17 II 4 Ibid. II 22 Ps. 50,10 II 34 Cf. Tit. 3,5 II 34-35 Col. 

3.9 II 35-37 Cf. Eph. 4.22.24 II 36-37 Col. 3,10 II 38-39 Eph. 2,10 II 41 Cf. 
Gen. 2 II 41-42 Cf. loh. 2,1-11 II 44 II Cor. 5,17 II 44-49 Cf. Matth. 16,26 
par.; loh. 10,26 II 70-71 Ps. 105,37 II 78-79 Rom. 3,10; cf. Ps. 13,1-3; 
52,2-4 II 81-82 ler. 5,8 II 83 ler. 3,2 II 83-85 Mich. 7,1-2 II 86-87 Hoseas 
4,211 86-87 Mich. 7,2 II 88 ls. 1,4 II 98-99 Is. 1,4 II 99-100 Cf. 
Lamentationes siue Threni II 

7.2.3- 4 ler. 12,7 II 5-7 III Reg. 19,10 II 24-25 I Petr. 2,22; cf. Is. 53,9 II 
31-32 Cf. loh. 13,4.5 II 35 Cf. ibid. II 36 Cf. II Cor. 8,9 II 37-39 II Cor. 8,9 II 
42 Cf. 7,31-32 II 43-44 Cf. Phil. 2,7 II 46 Cf. Hebr. 4,15 II 5 1 Ex. 20,15 II 
Ex. 20,13 II 51-52 ler. 5,8 II 52 Ex. 20,14 II 53 Hoseas 4,2 II 
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8,17-18 I Pctr. 2,22; cf. ls. 53,9 II 22-23 Maith. 4,3 par. II 28-29 Ioh. 8,46 II 
33-34 Matth. 11,28 II 45 Idem II 45-46 Ioh. 12,47 II 48 Cf. Matth. 26,6-13 
par. II 49 Cf. Matth. 27,38 cum Luc. 23,40-43 II 49-50 Cf. Matth. 2,1-7 II 50 
Cf. 2,3: Marc. 2,14; Luc. 5,27; praesertim Luc. 18,10-14 II Cf. Matth. 

15.21- 28 II 50-51 Cf. Ioh. 13,15 II 51-52 Cf. Matth. 26,6-13 par. II 52-53 
Cf. Matth. 2,1-7 II 53-54 Cf. Matth. 15,21-28 II 54-55 loh. 12,47 II 55 
Matth. 11,28 II 64 Cf. Tit. 3.5 II 

9.11.21- 22.25-26.28.41 II Cor. 5,17 II 


Exkurs: Zu Photius Ex/.erpt aus CPG 4701. 

Photius iiberliefert im Codex 277 der Bibliothek und in den Amphi- 
lochia zwei liingere Exzcrptc aus CPG 4701: 5,69-102 und 6,5-55, 43 die er 
aber, wie das nur einmal auftretende einleitende "Otl in 5,69 zeigt, ais 
einen einzigen Aussageblock auffaGt. Dicsen leitet er mit einer 
eigenstiindig formulierten Situationsangabe ein: “Die Hellenisten bringen 
auch das (folgende) judaistische Argument vor”, woniit er zu verstehen 
gibt, daG er (I) nicht nur unter 6 "EXXr|u in 2,1 und 2,25, sondern auch 
unter dem entsprechcnden Plural (in 3,40 und) in 5,32 nicht primar den 
Heiden, sondern den Menschen des hellenistischen Kulturkreises sah, 
sofern dieser sich ais Vertreter des 'EWpuLopó? versteht, und daG er (2) 
den Vokativ w 'louSaie in 3,9 und damit die im 3. Abschnitt eroffnete 
Polemik primar nicht ais einc Relativierung der Autoritat des Moses 
aufgefaBt hat, sondern ais die Abwehr ciner zumindest seit dem Sieg des 
ópoouCTioę von Nikaia (325) der reichskirchlichen Orthodoxie nicht mehr 
akzeptablen Form des Monotheismus, kurz und polemisch in der Tradition 
'louSaiapóę genannt. Doch ging es dort, wo Photius mit seinem Exzerpt 
einsetzt, nicht mehr urn ein Ausspielen von Joh. 1,1 gegen Gen. 1,1. Denn 
in 4,1 sah der Prediger offensichtlich keine Moglichkeit mehr, wie er 
diesen Faden weiterspinnen konnte: Er griff auf zuvor Gesagtes, namlich 
auf das Thema “Paulus, der Zeltmacher”. zuriick, was er in aller Kiirze 
auch mit der Formel eię to TrpoKe[|ici'oi' rTToue\0u)pa-' hatte tun konnen. 
Dies fiihrt ihn im 5. Abschnitt zu 2 Kor. 5,17: “lst somit jemand in 
Christus, so ist er ein neues Geschopf’. 44 Wieso erweist sich fur die 


43 Vgl. 7.um folgenden den Apparai auf S. 57-58. 

44 DaB bei Phntius "Octtc im Titel fehll, liegL wahrscheinlich daran, daB sein 
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Christen etwas ais neue Schopfung? Es ist doch alles in dieser Welt beim 
Alten geblieben! Dieses Argument 45 der in 5,32 genannten "EWriue? ist 
weder 'loubaiapós' noch 'EWrintapóę, sondern Standpunkt eines jeden, 
der die sakramentale Emeuerung und Heilung des Menschen in Christus 
(6,1-7,64; 9,1-36) nicht “sieht”, m.a.W. Standpunkt eines jeden 
Nichtchristen, und einzig insofern “jiidisch”, ais Juden wider Christen mit 
dem Ausbleiben des “messianischen Reiches” argumentieren konnten, 
namlich mit dem Hinweis, dali sich in der Welt mit der Ankunft Christi 
nichts venindert hat, was das Auge sehen kann. Und auch in dem 
argumentom ad hominem, das 5,84 beginnt, ist der angegriffene 
Standpunkt nicht wirklich jener des 'LXXr)vi(7p.óę, sondern der eines jeden 
“gliiubigen Polytheisten”. Photius einleitende Situationsangabe orientiert 
sich, wie es scheint, an den ersten drei Abschnitten, nicht ani exzerpierten 
Text und veiTiit somit einen eher fliichtigen Leser, 

Der zweite Teil des Exzerpts betrifft den in der Predigt vorgetragenen 
zweifachen biblischen Schopfungsbegriff: Schopferischer Akt Gottes ist 
nicht nur die creatio ex nihilo, sondem auch die “ethische Emeuerung”, 
die Wende von siindiger Existenz zu sittlich guter Lebensfiihrung (cni tó 
pekTtou p.cTct|3oXf|). 46 Dali dies die einzig sinnvolle Perspektive ist, um 
von Kcttnr) Knat? zu sprechen, vermittelt der Prediger durch eine 
rhetorische Frage (6,48-49), welche die Erinnerung an biblische 
Formuł ierungen 47 weckt: Was niitzt es dem Menschen, wenn Himmel und 
Erde erneuert waren, der Mensch aber der Siinde verhaftet und so im 
Unheil bliebe? Dies und das darauf folgende paradoxe Paradigma vom 
Arzt, der einen Kranken besucht, sich aher nicht um diesen, sondern um 
dessen Haus, um das Weisseln von Wiinden und Decke kiimmert (6,50- 


Exzerpt mit einer Stelle einsetzt. in der dieses Consecutivum nicht gebraucht wird 
(5,70). Die Unistelhing des Textes von 2 Kor. 5,17 bei Photius fallt auf. ergibt aber 
keine einsichtigere Argumentationsstruktur. Wenn man anders interptinktiert, namlich 
(tocjTC.) et tls 1 Łv XptCTTc ; ) Katufi KTiCTię. Ta apxala TTarjX0a-' kt\. wird der Saiz (auf 
den ersten Blick) lautologisch und im Munde eines Gegners hochst ironisch. Die 
Einschninkung "auf den ersten Blick’’ ist notwendig; denn im Rahmen religióser Rede 
kann er eine eschalologische, soteriologischc, sogar ontologische Auslegung erfahren, 
in welcher der Inhalt der Betlingung nicht mit dem identisch ist, was der ganze Satz 
aussagi. 

45 Vgl. 5,34-36.52 ff. 

46 6,13-15: 6 Ocós ... KTtCa Kai oran tóv TTouripbi' arOp(oTTou KaXou epydariTaL. 

47 Vgl. den apparatus biblicus a.a.O. 
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59), halt Photius in aller Kiirze fest. 

Es ist deutlich, dali Photius stilistisch gliittend eingreift. Ein 
dreimaliges TTai^u in 5,76.80 fordert ihn sponlan zur Variation heraus. 
Zweimal hintereinander liest man in der Predigt in 5,80-81 ein 6(f>0aXpous' 
und ein 'Lud, nicht aber bei Photius. In 5,87-88 stoBt man sich am 
viermaligen lwi, Photius dagegen vermeidet dies, indem er eine gut 
laufende Periode schafft und fortlaBt, was nichts Neues aussagt. In 6,20- 
21 schreibt er statt des Ausdrucks der Umgangssprachedie “f|v ... i) KapSia 
... KTiaSeiaa, pu7Ta>0d'aa 8e” die im guten Sprachgebrauch akzeptable 
Formulierung: “rju ... f] Knpfiin ... fKTiapevr|, eppumóGr) Se”. Analoges 
gilt fiir das durchaus demonstrativ verstandene airró2 in 5,101, welches 
Photius durch eine Form von outo? ersetzt, femer fiir die Negation 
ouSepiai; statt pr|&ep.iav in 6,51 und fiir das ev to statt elę o in 6,55. 
SchlieBIich klingt das to pij ov ćpyńaaaGai in 6.14 sicher nicht priizis; 
Photius fiihrt die “normale Formel” ck tou pij outos 1 epyaaaaGm ein. 

An einer Stelle verfehlt jedoch sein leicht redigierender Eingriff den 
Sinn der Aussage: ln 6,25-27 ersetzt er den scharfen Gegensatz von oux'i - 
dXXa durch ein “Sowohl — ais auch”, ohne aber das ’18ou toi vw 
aufzugeben. Der Prediger wolltc sagen, daB die sittliche Emeuerung, die 
dpicnri TTokiTeia, “Schopfung” genannt wird: “Sieh, Schopfung wird 
somit nicht ein In-die-Existenz-Setzen des Seienden aus dem Nicht- 
seienden genannt, sondern eine Wende aus dem existierenden, jedoch 
verdorbenen Seienden zum sittlich Besseren.” Nach Photius aber sagt der 
Text, daB nicht nur die creatio ex nihilo , sondern auch dic sittliche 
Emeuerung Schopfung genannt wird. 

An nicht wenigen Stellen rafft Photius den Text, so daB man zurccht 
von einem Exzerpt sprechen kann. Er crlaubt sich Freiheiten, die zcigen, 
daB er nicht am Wortlaut ais solchem, sondern am Argument interessiert 
war. Sollte ihn beim Schrciben seincr oxeSapia schon jene pastorale und 
padagogische Intention geleitet haben, die spiiler in den Amphilochia zum 
Tragen kam? Hangt damit vielleicht zusammen, daB Photius in 5,94 das 
Beispiel der Aphrodite wegliiBt? Es handclt sich in seinem Text nicht wie 
beim Cantabrigiensis (C) um einen Lesefehler, der durch ein Homoio- 
teleuton veranlafit war; nebenbei bcmerkt, in der Seiteniiberlieferung des 
Mosąuensis (M) und des Marciams (V) liegt hier ein analoger Lesefehler 
vor, wodurch der Hinweis auf Dionysos verschwand. Warum hat Photius 
Aphrodite ausgelassen? 

Auf die constitutio textus der Homilie bleibt das Zeugnis des Photius 
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ohne Auswirkung, auch dort, wo sein Text einen sinnvollen UberschuB 
gegeniiber der direkten Uberlieferung bietet. 48 An einer Stelle, namlich in 
6,36, konnte man im Ausgang von Phodus eine Korruptcle des Archetypus 
der direkten Uberlieferung vermuten: Wahrscheinlich verdient duayey- 
vu)[i.evov gegeniiber yevóp.fvov den Vorzug. Im allgemeinen scheint der 
Codex Marcianus gr. 450 (A) im Vergleich zum Codex Marcianus gr. 451 
(M), wenn man R. Henry folgt, den urspriinglicheren Tcxt der Bibliothek 
zu iiberliefem. In 5,86 fallt abcr auf, dali M gegen A und gegen die 
Amphilochia (Q) das in der direkten Uberlieferung bezeugte cu8o0rv und 
nicht cpSop wiedergibt. 49 

Eine auffallige Ubereinstimmung besteht an einer Stelle zwischen dem 
Text des Photius und jenem des Codex Mosqttensis olbn Bibl. Synodalis 
128 (Vlad. 159)\ Beide iiberliefem in 6,13 statt dizOptoTrop ein oupcmóiz. 
M.E. handelt es sich urn zwei voneinander unabhangige redaktionelle 
Eingriffc, die der Kontext nahelegte.5° Mit dem Codex Cantabrigiensis 
Collegii S. Trinitatis kommt Photius zwei Mai im Artikel ij in 6,26 und 
6,27 bzw. tou? und top in 6,52 iibcrein. Dabei ist anzumerken, dali 
Photius auch in 5,92 vor «p0pu>Tro? bzw. duSpióirou jeweils den Artikel 
setzt. 5t 

Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam Karl-Heinz Uthemann 

im April 1991 


48 In 5,91 ist der Zusaiz 6<I>0aXpob? im Zusammenhang nicht notwendig, wenn 
auch. stilisiisch gesehen. sicher besser: Analoges gilt fur 6.15 ’Ev7a00a tó kt1£civ. Die 
Worle Kai KaTayckdTai nach uepuJicpcTai (5.92) verdeiit]ichen die Aussage; oh 
Photius sie aber in seiner Vorlage vorfand oder nicht, liiBt sich nicht entscheiden; 
leizteres scheint mir aber wahrscheinlicher. Analoges gilt fur die Zusatze Kai Trpos" 
<J)0opau Karc<tćpCTO in 6,25, Koopouans' auTfiu in 6,21, 6 biaiTiópeuos- cv aim) Kai in 
6,50, toć appniCTTOńuTo? in 6,51 und |3of|0r)CTOu Tió Kapćmp in 6,54. 

49 Auch in 6.7 stimnii M gegen A und Q in einer leaio melior mit der direkten 
Bezeugung iibcrein. 

50 DuB der Mosc/uensis und Photius im Tiiel in der Umstellung der Worte tó 
TTayra Kama zu Kama ra TrauTa iibeieinstimmen. ist m.F.. bei Photius durch den 
Bcginn seines Exzerpts bedingt. wo es bei ilirn und in der direkten Uberlieferung mit 
Ausnahine des Mosqueusis Kama Ta TTÓuTa heiBt. 

5 1 Zur Konjektur ćpoi in 5,80 ist zu bedenken. daB auch Photius ein unbetontes 
poi iibcrliefert. — Im Dezeniber 1992 liabe ich in Paris einen weiteren Textzeugen 
enldeckt. den Codex Parishuts gr. 700. ff. 264v-274v. Ich hoffe. in Kiirze einen Berichl 
Yorlegen zu konnen. 
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Les formulaires de confession dans la tradition byzantine 

Les sacrements de la restauration de Vancien euchologe 
constantinopoliłain 

II-3 

(2 C partie)*' 1 

Partie 11: 

Confession monastique 

Les ordres ou formulaires que nous presentons ici comme rites de 
“confession monastique” ou de “confession d’apres les kanonada”, peuvent 
a peine s’appeler rites; en effet les manuscrits ne les appellent ni Ta^eię ni 
aKokouSiai car ils se trouvent a 1’intćrieur des KCtyoeapia qui reglent la 
discipline penitentielle; le rite de confession peut se trouver soit a la fin du 
kanonarion, presque en appendice au traite canonique, comme dans le Pro- 
tokanonarion ou Kanonarion Primitif, soit au debut, dans le Deuterokano- 
narion ou Kanonarion Derive (cf. M. Arranz, “1 penitenziali bizantini. . 

Un “kanonarion” par definition est une collection de canons, ou normes 
selon lesquelles on impose la congrue penitence pour un certain peche; 
souvent on appelle aussi “kanon” la penitence imposee. Certains mss appel- 
leront cette seconde “commandement” (ey-roAi), “zapovjed”’ en slave). 

Le kanonarion original, ce que E. Herman appelle le “Kanonarion 
Primitif’, et que nous avons appele “Protokanonarion”, pourrait avoir ete 
redige au VIII ou IX siecle; sa paternite est explicitcment indiquee dans le 
titre du document edite par Morin: “de Jean, moine et diacre, disciple de S. 
Basile, fils d’obeissance”. D’autres mss 1’attribuent au patriarchę Jean le 


"* Cf. I e panie: OCP-92: 423-459; cf. ibidem bibliographie et sigles. Cf. eliam: M. 
Analiz, / penitenziali bizantini. I parte: il Protokanonarion o “Kanonarion Ptimitivo” di 
Giovanni monaco e diacono (secolo IX), secondo le edizioni di Morin. Pitra e 
Khakhanov. II parte: il Deuterokanonarion o “Secondo Kanonarion” di Basilio monaco 
(secolo XII), secondo le edizioni di Morin. Suvorov, Almaz.ov c Dmilriewsky e secondo 
gli eucologi della Caitedrale di Otranto e del Monastero del SS. Salvatore di Messina. 
Edizione “ad instar manuscripti", Roma 1992. 


OCP 59 (1993) 63-89 
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Jeflneur, mort deux siecles plus tót, mais cette attribution semble peu 
probable; 42 cela semble meme exclu dans l’introduction du document, 
lorsque 1’auteur fait 1’histoire de la penitence et veut justifier les 
innovations personnellement adoptćes. 

Le “Kanonarion Derive”, ou “Deuterokanonarion”, et qui ne semble etre 
qu’un remaniement du XII siecle du Protokanonarion, est lui aussi attribue 
parfois au patriarchę Jean; et ici rattribution est encore moins croyable. 
Son vrai auteur semble etre un moine de nom Basile. 

Dans le Protokanonarion, la confession, qui pouvait avoir lieu hors de 
1’ćglise, se faisait, comme nous avons deja anticipć, & un 5 cxÓ|j.pvos - , ava 
Sfxó|J.er , os- ou di ; aftoxoę (probablement un moine non prelre); rappelons 
que 1’auteur du Protokanonarion, qui parle de sa grandę experience dans le 
ministere des confessions, ne se professe que diacre dans le titre de 
l’ouvrage. 

Le rite propose est d’une grandę sobriete: il ne comporle qu’un psaume 
avant la confession et une priiire apres celle-ci, qui n’est en generał qu’une 
simple formule de souhait du pardon divin, de type K4); il ne s’agit pas 
d’une vraie priere et encore moins d’une absolution. 

La confession ne semble pas toujours spontanee, et en tout cas elle est 
completee par des qucstions du confesseur, qui doit montrer une attitude 
affable et encourageante et appliquer les penitences avec modćration et 
condescendance. 

Les rites de confession monastique avaient ete qualifies par A. Raes 
comme “formulaires orientaux” (RAE 366). 11 avait propose une serie de 
conclusions assez judicieuses que nous presentons ici en guise d’intro- 
duction a la description de quclqucs uns de ces formulaires: 

1) Les mss, malgre lcur diversite, prescrivent visiblement un meme 
rituel, composć de quatre elements principaux: 

a) un psaume (plutót court), le trisagion, quelques prostrations; 

b) l’aveu sous formę de reponses aux questions du pretre; 

c) une seule priere qui annonce le pardon; 

d) 1’imposition d’une penitence. 

2) Le rite comporte une serie de gestes: se prostemer, se relever, 
s’asseoir, ce qui laisse entrevoir que: primo, 1’interrogatoire sur les peches 


42 Contrę cette attribution sont, par exemple. Gntmmel (GRU 110) et Beneshevich 
(BEN 81. 87, 111); cf. OCP-92: 426, notę 5; cf. M. Arranz, I penitenziali bizantini . . . , 
introduzione: data e autore del Protokanonarion. 
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est tr£s poussć; secundo, le choix de la pćnitence et 1’instruction sur la 
maniere de l’executer prennent un certain temps. 

3) II s’agit d’une confession privee et individuelle. 

4) Les prieres et les formules sont br£ves et peu nombreuses, mais la 
confession est longue; l’examen minutieux de toute la vie du penitent et la 
maniere de poser les questions suggerent la confession de quelqu’un qui se 
convertit, ou peut-etre de quelqu’un qui, quittant le rnonde, fait une confes¬ 
sion generale avant de se faire moine. En tout cas, il est peu probable qu’un 
confesseur ait pu de cette faęon entendre un nontbre considerable de peni- 
tents en un seul jour, et que le penitent qui se presente ait la pratique de la 
confession frequente. 

5) Le ternie technique pour designer le confesseur: 6 dmSrxó|ier'oę, 
signifie que celui qui reęoit le penitent, prend ses affaires sur soi, se substi- 
tue a lui. La priere qui suit la confession demande a Dieu “qu’il prenne sur 
soi (dfaSćęcTai) tous les peches avoues”. 

6) La formule de remission revet la fonne d’un souhait ou d’une 
promesse: elle est adressee directement au penitent et seulement indirecte- 
ment a Dieu, comme 1’ancienne formule latine d’absolution: “Misereatur tui 
omnipotens et misericors Deus ...” 

7) La penitence est donnee apres la priere; les Byzantins ne prescrivent 
pas la penitence en vue d’une satisfaction, mais comme une preparation 
absolument necessaire a la communion, qui etait differee jusqu’apres 
1’accomplissement de la penitence; celle-ci avait pour but d’enlever les pas- 
sions mauvaises de 1’ame et du coeur. 


A): CONFESSION EN APPENDICE AU PROTOKANONARION SANS 
QUESTI0NNAIRE: 

“ms du Vatican” =MOR: 101-117 et KHA: 3-93 4 ? 

Coislin 364 =PIT: 436-438 (cf. KHA: 3-93: notes) 
cf. Tiflis georg. 96 (X s.) (et alia mss) =KHA: 1-96 
cf. Mosk. Dukh. Akad. sl. 54: f. 65-79 (XV-XVI) =KI1A: 5-95 


^ Nous n’avons pas reussi a identifier le manuscrit de la Bibliotheąue Vaticane, 
dont Morin uffinne s’etre servi. Pour tous ces texies cf. M. Arranz, / penitetiziali bizan- 
dni .... 1 parte. 



66 


Les formulaires de confession, 2 e partie 


NB: Le Protokanonarion dc Jean moine et diacre comprend cinq parties: 

A) une introduction de caractćrc historiąue et pcrsonncl; 

B) un long traite mćthodique (que nous avons divise en 7 chapitres) sur les 
pćchćs et sur les penitences correspondantes; 

C) un brcfrite de confession sans questionnaire fixe; 

D) un bref ćpilogue de recapilulalion; 

E) quelques supplcments probahlement d’autres auteurs. 

NB: Cf. autres textes abreges du Protokanonarion: Miinchen 498: f. 211 -217v 
(MUN/2) =SUV: 402-414,44 Rumjanlsev sl. 230 =SUV: 415-434: “Ustjuzliskaja 
kormchaja”. 

Conf-2a: 1): VersionGrecqueetSeave: 

“ms du Vatican” =MOR: 115b-e: KHA: 73, 75, 7745 
Coislin 364 =P1T: 436-438 (cf. KHA: notes) 

Mosk. Dukh. Akad. sl. 54 (cf. KHA) 

(cf. MUN/2: f. 217-217v =SUV: 410-411; RUM =SUV: 433-434) 
=type B: prieres et psaumes= 

<Apres lc traite des peclies et des penitences:> 

A-3): “Mais tout d’abord” il faut que celui qui rcęoit la confession de quelqu’un 
dans 1’eglise ou dans un autre licu a 1’ecart qu’il ait soin de lui rappeler 
et de l’exhorter avec un regard encourageant et d’un coeur joyeux, 
comnie s’il etait en train de l’inviter a un festin, comment il est obligć de 
lui dire tous ses peches, grands et petits. 46 


44 Le Deuierokunotiarion Miinchen 498 (X11-XI1I s.) comient: (cf. M. Airanz, 1 
penitenziali bizenuini . . .) 1) MUN/1: ff. 209-211 =SUV: 398-401: priloz.henie 1: texte 
du Deuterokanonariou; 2) MUN/2: ff. 211 -217v =SUV: 402-411: priloz.henie 2: parties 
111-VII du Proioiokaiumarion. (cf. SUV: 415-434: prilozhenie 4); 3) MUN/3: ff. 
217v-219v? =SUV: 411-414: prilozhenie 3: parties 1-11 du Protokanonarion. dites 
“canons des Peres”. 

45 Cf. dans KIIA les trois iexies paralleles: georgien (avec traduction russe), grec 
et paleoslave. Ce demier senible dependre d’un original tres proche des texles grees de 
MOR et de PIT; le texte georgien, pour ce qui est dii rite de la confession, presenle des 
variantes si importantes, que nous avons prćfere le decrire a part, cf. infra CONF-2A: 2. 

46 A-3): lipo iróimou 6 1 toótuju ó^eika 6 ć£opo\ÓYr|CTiu 6exópevó? tiuo? 
en ĆKK\r|CTięi f| aWt;) TIUL KpUTTTU) TÓTTtp, TTpOCTrinel ÓppaTl (óuópan MOR). 
Xapoiroió) Kapoip, f| Kai tui apiemu kaptrptp Kakuin auTÓu - yonGcTctu <Kal> 
TTapaKakeln TrauTioy twu apapmou Tion Te peyakioy Kai twu piKpton eauTÓu 
uTteńOpnoy ćizunnou ĆKeinou eiuai kćyciy. Ce debut caractćrise le Protokanonarion. 
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Et apres (il faut) dire: 

Ps 69, trisagion, 

A-4): Et pricr un peu ensemble. 

C-l): Si c’est un homme (le penitent) dćcouvre sa tete. 

E-6): lis ne (doiveni) point s’asseoir avant que le pśnitent 
n'ait fini de repondrc en dćtail 
sur tout et sur combien (de personnes et de fois). 

Et lorsąue celui-ci aura lini dc parlcr 
et 1’autre d’ecouter et de demander 
et de porter un jugenient sur les choses emendues. 
lorsąue (le pćniicm) aura fini, 

1’autre (doit) demander s’il n’y a pas quelque chose d’autre, 
sans ricn omettre qui n’ait ete repondu ou demande, 
et cle ce qu’il n’a pas dit par oubli ou par honte. 

G-l): Et alors (il doił) le fairc se prosierncr par terre 
et rester etendu sans sc relcver. 

Et etant celui-ci etendu, 

(Ic confcsscur) prie ceci et conimence a dire: 47 

[K4: 2]: (Qne) Dieit, qui pournous s'est fait homme 
(cf. OCP-92: 26). 

H-1): Et alors (le confesseur) releve (le penitent) 
et 1’embrasse comnie a sa proprc ame, 
et si possible place la niain de celui-ci sur son proprc cou, 
lui disant: 

[K83: 1 ]: Dorćnav:mt, frere, touics ces choses soient sur moi, 

H-2): sunoui s'il le voit plonge dans unc tristesse insupportable. 48 


47 EiO' oi)T(o toc ZO’ i/jaX|i.6i-' Xćyeu' ]iera toO Tpiaayiou. A'4)' Kai 
awc6xeCT0ai aury piKpóu. C-l): 'ATToaKCTrdOai 1 óc outou rąc KCcf)a\r|L' euu 
aeąp eemu. E-6): Kai pq tó ctuuoAou ap^oTĆpouę KaOlaai emę au Tr\r|pióar| 
rraiTa 6 ćęopoAoyoupcuos- duaKptnópenos' &r|Xa5T) AeTTTopcpioę TTcpi ttóutiiii' Kai 
tTÓai.ip Kai tTÓaa. Kai otou ctuctcAćctt] ćkcTuos peu Acyoii', outos 6c ókouoi' 
Kai epeuwói/ Kai auaKplmui’ Ta aKooupcua. otc toiuuu airoTrAripióaas’ eKeino? 
eLTrelu pą ęxcu' dXXon. Kai outo? ph a<|H(i)i' 6 ouk auĆKpiueu f| ouk ąptiTąCTC' 
Kai aj a amos f| bia Xr|0r|u f) 6ia aiaxuur|i’ ouk citTc. G-l): Tótc pitmiu 
auToy eni yfju- KctaOai Kai pr) aidcrTacrOai. Kai €TrcuxcTai aiiTy Totdóc 

KOL €KCLUCIU OUTOU KOTOKC lpĆl'OU dpXCTai XĆyu)U OUTU)?. 
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L-3): Et apr£s ceci ii s’asseyent ensemble 

et il lui demande d’un visage rayonnant 
laąuelle des trois pćnitences desire-t-il prendre, 49 

L-4): lui faisant d’abord avoir une totale assurance 
et en lui prescrivant surtout: 

[K85: 2]: 

1 Frfere, tu as le commandement du Seigneur notre Dieu 

2 que si dorenavant il t’arrivait de faire quelque chose de mauvais, 

3 tu me confesses tout avec diligence dans 1'allćgresse de ton anie 

4 n’importe ou je serais. 

Et c‘est tout sur cette question. S0 

<Suit un petit appendice de comment il ne faut pas prier a genoux les 
jours de fete et 1’epilogue du Protokanonarion (MOR: 115e-117 KHA: 
74-96).> 

Conf-2a: 2): VeRSION Georgienne: 

Tiflis geo. 96 (etc) =KHA: 72, 74, 76^1 
=type B: prieres et psaumes= 


48 H-l): Kai tótc auiaTp airróu. KaTa<j>tXet ws oiKeiau (Jmxf|u' ci &uuaTÓu 
Kai rr|t-’ xapa auTou TtOćuat cm tóu eatmń) Tpaxr|Xoy \ćytov ain-fi on- 

[K83: 1]: "ECTTioaau TaCrra trayTa atTÓ toD w ctt’ epe. H-2): Kai 

pakiCTTa cl ópd ai)TÓv uttó a<j>opr|Tou XunT|s 3aTm£ópcuoy. 

49 L-3): Kai peTÓ TauTa KaOeCcTai per’ auTou Kai cttc ptoTd airróy 
no npoaiÓTTip ttoIou apa atTÓ Tdiu Tpiiuu [3 ouXolto Xa[3du cTUTiptou. 

50 L,-4): 'Ly trprÓTots - &c cućXttclu auTÓy ttouou koto rauTa' Kai touto 
emTLp.ęh’ auToy trpo TrauTtuu otl' [K85: 2]: ’EutoXt)u c^ct? a&cX<j>£ dtró Kupiou 
Kai ©cou f|p<ou. ima cltl av airó yur aup[3(i ctol trouqpoy TTOLfjCTai. ima arrayTĆ 
|iol eu x®W ( i j r | X' : i? aou eutTpoOupwę ćęopoXoyri ottou du dpi. Kai toDto peu 
ttc pi touto. Nous nous servons des parenlheses angulaires o pour indiąuer un titre ou 
un resume, quand nous voulons eviter de traduirc en enlier un iexie prolixe et complique, 
surtout s’il nous semble peu imporlant pour notre ettide. Mais cf. M. Arranz, l peniten- 
ziali bizamini .... 1 parte. 

51 Cette traduction, due semble-t-il a Sl. Euthyme. fameux traducteur gćorgien du 
X siticle, pennet de fixer la datę antę quam du Protokanonarion. Le texte georgien 
presente quelques ampli fications, sensibles surtout dans le rite de la confession, par 
rapporl au texte publie par Morim si ces amplificalions ne sont pas l’oeuvre du 
traducteur mais se trouvaient deja dans le texte grec dom il s’est servi, celui-ci doit etre 
considere comnie postćrieur au texte de Morin. 



Les formuł aires de confession, 2 e partie 


69 


<Apr£s le traitć des peches et des penitences:> 

cf. A-3): Celui qui reęoit la confession d’un pecheur 
doit Ie conduire a Pćglise ou dans sa cellule, 
et conversant paisiblement, 
avec un visage jovial et d’un coeur joyeux, 
comme s’il l’invitait 5 un banąuet ou recevait un bon ami; 
avant tout ii doit prier et dire: 

Pitie de moi, le trisagion et le Notre P£re, 

cf. B-l): Et le penitent, s’agenouillant vers 1’Orient, 
et se prosternant par terre (dit): 

[K91: 4]: 

1 Je confesse a toi, 

2 Seigneur et Dieu du ciel et de la terre, 

3 tout ce qui est cache dans mon coeur. 52 

cf. E-6): Et il le fait se relever; 

le (perć) spirituel s’assied et, selon le cas, 
il fait asseoir un peu plus bas le penitent 
ou le fait se tenir debout, et 1’intenoge gentiment 
sur tous ses pćches en dćtail. 

Et quand le pćcheur aura tout manifestć, 
alors le (perć) spirituel lui fait esperer le pardon 

et lui dit: 

[K85: 3]: 

1 Je te fais savoir, mon fils, 

2 et surtout je te donnę comme penitence 

3 que dorenavant tu me fasses connattre avec simplicitć 
et confiance tout pćche qui farrivera. 

Et lorsque le pecheur aura fini la confession 

tle tous ses peches, le (p£re) spirituel se lcve et dit: 

trisagion et Notre Pere, 

le penitent se met a genoux 

et le (p£re) spirituel dit sur lui cette priere: 


52 Ceue formule, avec qnelques petites variantes, apparaissait deja dans le rite 
presbyterale, cf. notę 36, OCP-92: 456. 
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[K4: 2]: ( Que) Notre Dietl, bon et philanthrope, qui pour ttotts s'estfait homine 
incante (cf. texte gćorgien et OCP-92: 26). 
cf. H-l): Et apres ii le fa.it se relever, 
le salue comme fils spirituel, 

cf. H-2): et s’il le voit assombri par une lourde tristesse, 
il lc console avec des paroles suaves 
et met la niain (du penitent) sur son propre Coli, 
ei il lui dit: 

[K83: 2]: 

1 Qu’ils soient sur moi, fils, mus ces pechćs a toi 

2 et je rćpondrai d’eux a Notre-Seigneur Jćsus-Christ, 

3 et tu seras propre de tout 

4 a condition que tu t’eu repentes et obćisses 

5 et dorenavant avec crainte et repenlance tu amendes ta vie 
devant le Seigneur. 

cf. L-3): Et ils s’asscycntde nouveau 
et il lui donnę la pćnitence: 

rexclusion de la communion, eoiiune dit plus haut, 
en proporlion a ses peches. 

Quam a la priere et au jeuiie, il lui dcmande 
laąuelle des trois penitences peut-il accomplir, 
selon les indications plus haui donnees, 
et il lui donnę celle qu’il veut. 

Car la penitence pour les pechćs consiste 

dans l'exclusion de la sainic communion, 

et le pćche le plus grave est de conimunier indignement, 

et pour cela lc (pere) spirituel doit rintciTOgcr 

s'il a reęu les saints mystercs en etat de peche: 

et pour ccci on doit imposer une plus grandę penitence. 

Le jeune, les prieres et les prostrations par terre 

serom donnćs par le (pere) spirituel 

en proportion avec les lorces et 1’application de chacun. 53 

NB: Suit le lneme appendice de comment il ne faut pas prier a gcnoux les jours 
de lete et 1'epilogue du Protokanonarion (cf. supra). 


53 Ce morceau se trouve dans le Deuterokanonarion dans la panie canoniąue qui 
suit la confession et non a 1’interieur du lite nieme de la confession. 
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CONF-2A: 3): Paris 1152: f. 23-28 (XIII) =ALM: 12-15 
=type A: seules prieres= 

Kanonarion tres indulgent 
exposant en dćtail tous (les peches) 
et leurs penitences correspondantes 
pour la communion, le jeune et la prićrc.- 1 ’ 4 

<Suivent les deux premiers paragraphes du Protokanonarion contenant 
renumćration des sępi pćchćs eharnels et du nieurlre.>-‘ i5 

[K4: 2]: ( Qne) Dieit noire saweitr, qui pour nous s'estfait homme 
(cf. OCP-92: 26). 

[K2: 1 ]: Seigneur notre Dieu, ąui a Pierre et ci la pecheresse 
(cf. OCP-91: 98). 

Priere du moine Gregoire: 

Reęois mon fils spirituel lc complet pardon. 

[K4: 5]: (Que) Le Seigneur Dieu, ąui a parcloiwe ci 
(cf. OCP-92: 32). 

<Catalogue de penitences en guise de questionnaire:> 

20 penitences (eTrmpta) des saints apótres, 

48 canons des saints percs.-*’ 7 


54 Kmwdpioe 6taYOpcDov ircpi adiTiiin capapTripdTwt^ XcTTTop.cpi.os' Kai 

TOUTOlS TTpOCTc/)Ó(X'.ll’ CTTLTipuoy TTCpi TfjS dylaS KOUAilldaS. 3pt-OpdTWe TC Kai 
TTopaToje. Kai cuxwr" \iav aupTraOć?. Cf. MUN/3: ff. 217v-ss =SUV: 411-414: 
Kanóncs Tiou ayiiou TTaTĆpwy. 

55 "Apxopai Sc . . . Tas TToaÓTr|Tas Kai TTotÓTr|Tas Kai Staóopa ci'5r| 
Ttoy apapTrujaTcn' . . . (cf. Protokanonarion: cap. 1: KAN: Zl-1 =MOR: 105b, KHA: 
19, MUN/3: f. 217 =SUV: 411). "Etmu oun aapKtKÓ apapTripaTa ĆTrrd f| Kai 
oktió . . . aTina ćctti 1 paXaKta, . . . ćkowios Kai aKouaios <(>óyos. (cf. KAN: 
Zl-3: MOR: I05c, KHA: 21, MUN/3: (. 218 =SUV: 412. etc). 'Lin TrpiuTot? 6ł TtOcTat 
ei)Xń- 

56 l'pr|YopLOU poi'axoO- Aćxou Tc\dat' CTio^wpriaiy tćki-w ppiuy 
TTycupaTtKóy [1\4: 5]: Kópios 6 Qcós, ó ut^cjpfiuaę Sta NaOav toO Scpatroy 
tos . . . 

57 ALM-1SP: 3/1: 13-14. 
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CONF-2A: 4): Dionysiou 489: f. II1 (XV s.) =DMI: 642 (cite par Raes) 

=type B: priferes et psaumes= 

T-6): De comment se confesser. 58 

cf. A-4): <Le confesseur prend le penitent et le fait se placer devant le 
sanctuaire ... etc> 59 

Ps 50 ou 69, trisagion. 

Kupie eXer|CTou (40 fois) 

B-5): 40 prostralions. 

cf. C-2): Et lui fait decouvrir la teie . . . 

cf. A-1, G-1, G-2): et se prosterner dcvam le sanctuaire, 

E-8): aux genoux du confesseur, 

E-9): et il lui fait dire: 

[K91:4: ]: 

1 Je confesse a toi, Pere. 

2 Scigncur du ciel et de la terre, 

3 toui ce qui est cache dans mon cocur. 60 

Le confesseur: 

Prions le Seigneur. 

[KI: 4]: Mcńtre Dieu, qui appelles lesjustes (cf. OCP-91: 118). 

(K82: 4]: Voici que par volonte de Dieu qui veut que tous soient sauvćs 
tu as fait recours.. . 6l 

Le penitent repond: 

[K91: 8): Pćrc, j’ai peche contrę le ciel et dcvant toi ccci 
et ceci (cliaque pćche qu’il a conimis). 62 


58 T-6): riepL tou mos - Sci ć£opoXoye'iCTOai. 

59 ef. A-4): AapPdmi' 6e tóu e^opo\oYoupeuou ó toutou Kai Ta auTou 
dua8cxó]ici'os- epTTpoaOcu tou ayiou OuaiaaTppiou Kai iaTau outóu ckc! 1 ci 6 c 
pq ccttiu ĆKKXqaia . . . 

60 E-8): . . . toT? yóuaai tou aua5óxou. E-9): TToid 5c outóu eiireiu 
touto- [K91: 4|: ’E£opoXoyoupal aoi ITaTcp Kupie tou oupauou Kai Tfjs - yfjs' 
nauTa Ta kputttci Tfjs" KapSia? pou. 

61 [K82: 4]: ’16ou OeXr|p.aTL tou ©eou tou rauTaj OćXouto? CTto0f|vai 
TtpoeSpapc? . . . (cf. DMl: 637, 643. 850; BOD). 



Les fonnulaires de confession, 2 e partie 


73 


Et Ie confesseur dit a chaque pćchć: 

[K4: la]: Que Dieu te pardoime, mon fils6 - (cf. OCP-92: 24). 

F-9): Et aprćs avoir tout confessć, 

(lc confesseur) Ie fait de nouveau se courbcr 
a terre devant le sanctuaire 

et (le confesseur) prie ainsi: 64 

Paix a tous. 

Prions le Seigneur. 

[K4: 3]: (Que) Dieu qui a pardonne par Nathan (cf. OCP-92: 28). 

Prions le Seigneur. 

[KI: 3a]: Seigneur Dieu de notre salut, misericordieux (cf. OCP-91: 114). 
Et il le releve et chante: Ps 55 
Prions lc Seigneur. 

[KI: 7]: Maitre, Seigneur, Dieu le seul sans peche, riche (cf. OCP-91: 128). 
M-I): Aprcs la priere il le salue et fait le congć. 65 


B): CONFESSION EN TETE AU DEUTEROKANONARION AVEC 
QUESTIONNAIRE: 66 

Miinchen 498: f. 209-211 =SUV: 398-401 (MUN/I) 

Bodleian Auct. E. 5. 13: f. 238v-246v (JAC-MES: 354-356) (BOD) 
Panteleimon 153 (1420) =ALM-ISP: 3/1: 1-4 (PAN) 

Karakallou 287 (1493) =ALM-KAN: 158 (KAR) 


62 Kai ó e£opoXoyoupceos atTOKpiueTai kcyiof [K91: 8]: HÓTCp ppapTou 
a? tóv oiipauóu Kai ćuiómoi' aou tó5c tóóc' 'Ekócttpi' dpapTiau qu ctrpaSe. 

63 Kai ó dua6oxo? ei? EKaaTriu dpapńau aTToKpiucTai■ [K4: la]: 'O Oeóę 
airyxmpf|CTeL ctoi tćkuou. 

64 F-9): Kai peTa tó e£opoXoyf|CTaCTOai drama KXim airróu raXiu ćttl 
T f)u yf|v cTTpoaOci' toD OwnaaTripiou Kai ćire6xciai oDtui?' 

65 M-1): Kai peTa Tqu cuxt)u daraCeiui aurói.' Kai dmAuei. 

66 Dans cetie II panie nous nous limitons aux rituels vraiment moiiastiques. 
reservant pour la III panie ceux ou le minislere d’un pretre est requis, raeme si quelques 
uns, comme par ex. Ottoboni 344 (MOR-AKO) couservent la sirucluie des rituels 
monasiiques. Tous ces docuniems, non anteiieuis au XII s., sont des redactions, assez 
semblables entre elles. de ce que nous avons qualifie comme le Deuterokanonarion (cf. 
M. Ananz, Ipenitenziali bizamini .... 11 parte). 
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Sinodaln. (Mosk.) 455 (1477) =DMI-B16: 101-106 (PRI) 
cf. Riimjanisev sl. 230: f. 77v-82v =SUV: 415-418 (RUM) 


NB: Le Deutcrokanonarion de Basile moine comprend: 

A) une breve introduction, plus ou mois longue selon les differentes 
redactions; 

B) un rite de confession avec ąucslionnairc incorpore; 

NB: les ąucstionnaires peuvent se classificr ainsi: 

[KIO]: les questions siiivent 1’ordre du Protokanonarion: 

7 questions (parfois dedoubles) sur les peches chamels, 

precćdecs par une question prćliminaire sur les circonstances de la perte 

de la viiginite, 

1 huitieme question sur 1'homicidc; 

[Kil]: [KIO] est suivi d’un supplement surd'autres peches; 

[K12]: questionnairc liybride ou les deux premiers som nićlanges. 

C) a) deux traites de nornies praiiques pour imposcr la penitence. 

librement inspires au Protokanonarion; 
b) differents supplemenis, dependant en generał du 
Protokanonarion. 

CONF-2B: 1a): (11) Bodleian Auct. E.5.13: f. 238v-246v (a. 1131) 

(cf. JAC-MES 354; cf. OCP-92: 447, notę 17) 

cf. Panteleimon 153: f. 160-164 (PAN) (XV s.) =ALM: 1-4 

=type B: prieres et psaumcs= 

T-4): “Differentes differences” et dispositions 
dc ceux qui confessent les peches caclies 
et de ceux qui les reęoivcnl. 

N-l); (PAN ajoute: de composition du moine Jean, 
appele “flis d'obeissance”. 67 


<Admonitions a 1’intcntion du conlcsscur et du penitent.> 68 


67 T-4): AidcJjopoi 5ia<fopai Kai OiaOccrcij niin e|;opo\oYoupei'cue Kpwfta 
apapTripaTa Kai tiou toutouś 1 dt'abcxo|Jć PAN: T-5): Aia<l>opoi biacfopai Kai 
btaOćaaę nor ćęopoAoyoupćnioi-' Kp(x))ia dpapTripara TTaTpćcn TTrcupanKbis'. 
PAN: N-l): iuyypacjieicjai napa 'lioarrou poraxou ou f) ćmorupia tćkuou tt)? 
UraKOf)}. 
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T-6): Comment il faut se confesser. 

A-4): <Le confesseur reęoit le penitent devant le sanctuaire ou dans un autre 
endroit convenable hors de l’egliso.69 

cf. B-4): lis prient ensemble en disant: 

Ps 50 (ou 69 ajoute PAN), trisagion. 

Kupie eXer|(rou (40 fois). 

B-5): et (ils font) 40 prostrations. 70 

C-2): (Le penitent) decouvre sa tete 

nieme s’il porte la couronne si c’est un homme, 

mais non si c'est une fcmnic; 

si c’est un moine il met son capuchon, (cf. C-l), 

G-l): <le penitent sc prosterne devant le sanctuaire et dii:> 

[K91: 4]: Je confesse a toi, Seigneurdu ciel et de la terre .. . 71 

E-7): <Le penitent se place devant 1’entree du sanctuaire 
et le confesseur se met pies de lui de 1‘autre cóte, 
a 1’intćricur du sanctuaire.> 

F-6): Et il 1’imenoge avec jovialite et serenite, 

surtout s’il le voit domine et abattu par une tristesse 
insupportable. 


68 "Otl ód tóv ćfoM.oAoyoupceor . . . "Oti ód tou 6exć|iei- , oi' . . . Cf. 
ALM-ISP 3-1: I. 

T-6): fiu? ód ć£opoXoydCTOai. A-4): AapPduai’ xp 1 i tou e£o|ioAoyou|i.c- 
uou o toutou Kai Ta auToO di'aócxó|icuoę epTTpocrOci’ tou OuaiaTripiou Kai 
iotSu auTou ĆKd, ci óć pi) ccttit ĆKK\r|CTia‘ cię KaOapóu tóttou Kai duaKCXur 
pripenou fiauxou. Cf. le jeu des mois du texte grec difficilement traduisible en franęais 
autour du mot ‘'receveur” ou “preneur” qui est 1’appellaiion donnee au confesseur: car il 
reęoit le penitent en prenant sur soi le poids des peches de celui-ci. 

70 B-4): Kai CTuueuxecrOai pd’ auTou Aćyiou- tou N’ ijjaA|ióu Kai to rpicrd" 
yiou Kai tó Kupie cXćr|CTov M’. B-5): Kai |icTauoiaę M’. 

71 C-2): Kai dTTOCTKCKCTTĆCei auTou Trp' Ke(f>aAf|i-’ ci ccttiu auToę ó tó óia - 
órpa (fcopuiu cau ccmu auip - ci 5c yuury oi). Ei óc ccttiu d|'3|3ds" CTrauio Tfję 
Ke^aAfję auTou 3aXXci tó ćauTou koukouAAiou. Kai piiTTCi airróu ep:rpoCTOcu 
tou Or)CTiaCTTT)plou Kai Aćy<ci> / 239 / ai>Tou kótm Kci|ieeou tói- 1 Aóyou toutoc 
(K ai TToidi' auTÓr Kcipcuou kótio Acycic PAN): |K9l: 4]: - E£o|ioXoyoupai aot. 
Kupie (6 0eóę ad PAN) tou oupauou Kai Tfję yfję, irauTa tó ću (tiTi ad PAN) 
KpuTTTii) Tfję Kapóiaę pou. 
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El ii 1’inierroge ainsi: 72 
[KIO: 12]: 

1) De ąuelle maniere (monsieur, frere, soeur, fils, madame) 
as-tu perdu la virginite? [. . . ] 

Et ąuand il aura repondu “Ainsi ei ainsi”, 
il 1’interroge 

12) Et sur les meurtres et les vols et le parjure. 

Et ąuand ils auront tout bien recherche et dit ce qu’il faut: 
un ou deux ou la moitie ou en entier: 73 

G-2): Alors (le confesseur) fait se prosterner (le penitent) 

devant le sanctuaire, et pendant quc celui-ci est etendu 
(le confesseur) dit: (cf. A-l) 

a) BOD: les prieres dćja indiqućes. 74 

b) PAN: une seule prifere propre a lui: 

[K2: 4]: Dieit notre sameur, qui pour nous et pnur notre salut 
(cf. OCP-91: 140). 


72 E-7): Kai iaTai 1 cv tu ]ićctu Tfj? ciaóóou toD 0ixnaCTTr|piou Kai outóu 
eyyóę laraaGai ei? tó CTepoi' pćpo?. F-6): Kai ćrapuTęi auTÓu cv raon iXapó _ 
TqTi Kai ńpepÓTąTt Kai paXiCTTa au 6pq airrót' kotu ttou uttó Tfj? ć<J>opf|Tou 
Xuttt|? Kupicuópaw Kai KaTaTTououpcuou. Kai ĆTTCpoTdi' airróu outu?. 

73 [KIO: 12]: Ilu? aou Kupi, f| atx \< pć , q a < x \< ł > T ]. f| tćkuou. f| Kupd, eu 
tTp(ÓTot? e<]) 0 dpq ń rapOeuia: 6 ia rapuda?, f| 5 ta uopiKfj? YUuatKÓ?, f| 8 ia 
paXaKla?. q tluo? TTpaYPaTO? napa <j>uaii': Kai otou dtTrp 011710? f| outu?, 
epuTęi auTÓv [ . . • 1 (cf. ALM-ISP: 3-1: 1) Kai TTepi 4 >óeuv Kai KXetJje(ov Kai apurp 
aeu? XoYapiou. Kai oTae Tauia KaXw? ćpeuurj(Jiixni' Kai etmoaie Tiua ef 
auTuy f| eea f| 5 uo f| Ta rj|HCTu f) Kai Ta oXa. Apres la premiere ąuestion 
prćliminaire. les ąuestions 2-11 s’etendent sur les peches de la chair en suivant le schema 
du Prolokanonarion: la derniere ąuestion est sur le meuitre. le vol et le parjure, qui se 
trouvent en appendice (cf. le lexle du ąttestionnaire en entier: M. Airanz, I penilenziali 
bizautini .... II pane). 

74 G-2): Tótc piTTTei tóu eęopoXoYoupcuov cptTpoaOeu tou 0uaiaaTr|piou 
Kai Keipeuou auTou ĆTTCUXCTai Td? TTpoYCYpnppćua? cuxa?. Le meme euchologe 
du monastere du Saint-Sauveur (Bodl. Auct. E. 5-13: ff. 108-109v + ff. 223-229) 
prevoyait un autre rite de confessiou presbylerale sans questionnaire (cf. CONF-I: 4 dans 
OCP-92: 447), ou lon prescrivait trois prieres avant la confession [K2: 1]: Seigneur 
notre Dieu, qui a Pierre et a la pecheresse. [KI: lb]: O Dieu notre Sauveur, qui par 
Nathan , [KI: 4|: Maitre Dieu. qui appelles les justes; et autres trois encore apres la 
confession: [K4: la]: Que le Seigneur te pardonne [KI: 3a]: Seigneur, Dieu de notre 
salut, le misericordieta. [K3: 1]: Seigneur Jesus-Christ o agneatt et berger. Ce sont 
certainemeiu ces deux demieres que le texte present a en vue; mais cela supposerait que 
la confession etait tout de meme faile a un pretre. puisąue ces prieres sont presbyterales. 
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L-5): (Le confesseur) releve Ie penitent, Ie fait se couvrir et lui demandc quelle 
pćnitence peut-il obseryer. 75 

<Suit un traitć des penitences>. 76 

CONF-2B: IB): Munchen 498: f. 209-211 (XII s.) =SUV: 398-401 (MUN/1) 
=type B: prieres et psaumes= 

T-7): Didascalie des Peres sur ceux qui doivent se confesser 

N-2): (de) Basile, le fils d’obeissance: 77 

<Admonition: le confesseur doit tenir compte 

plus de la divine misericorde 

que du nombre et de 1’espćce des pechćs; 

il se montrera doux et condescendant envers le penitent, 

qui de sa part doit etre convaincu 

que le confesseur (auriboyoę) est pręt a prendrc sur lui 

le poids et la responsabilite de la confession.> 78 

cf. T-6): Comment il faut se confesser: 

cf. A-4): <Le confesseur reęoit le penitent devant 

le sanctuaire ou dans un autre endroit convcnable 
en dehors de l’eglise.> 

cf. B-4): et les deux prient ensemble:> 


75 L-5): Kai eyeipa auTÓu ica! ctkgttććci Kai epwTÓ aÓTÓu t'i iaxńa <f>v\a- 
(jat d’ToXf|u. 

76 Oit yap o OgXci 6 eTTiTtpinu ćk!x:lXci Stóóuai to etTiTiptou. oit&G o 
TTpćtTG i. ÓW b cfiiAćliai TTpoaipćiTat ó ĆTTiTtpoupceos' [... I ALM-ISP oniet tonie 
cetie partie. 11 s’agii du premier chapiire du Dcuterokanonarion sur les penitences. (cf. M. 
Arranz, / penitenziali bizcmtini .... II parte). 

77 T-7): Ai6aCTKaXia TOTepioy trepi tuju ó<J>ciXóutiou e(;aYYĆiXai tó tóta 
ap.apTrip.aTa. N-2): (Kai TTCpl) Bacnkdou toO tckuou tt)? UTTaKofję. Puisque les 
redactions les plus anciennes du Deiiterokanonarion n’indiquent pas d’auteur, landis que 
les plus recentes rattribuent au patriarchę Jean, nous pensons que celte attribuiion de 
MUN (reprise encore une fois au debut du traite des pćnitence) a un moine de nom 
Basile est cetle qui a le plus de chances d’eire authentique. 

78 Ad TÓf 5cxópeuou Tqu ećopoXÓYqCTtu pf) dę oyKon. pqóć cię TTXfjOo? 
0Xćttciu apapTqpdTioy, pq6ć d t/rrćp tfucriy q napa 4 >uolu etat tó ópapTqpaTa. 
aW dę póyqy ótfopau tt)u toD ©coO euai7XaYX l ''t ai '' Kai TTÓuau iXapÓTqTa Kai 
XPqaToXoYiav ćxctu tótc upó? tóu e£opoXoYoupcuoi’. Kai tóu ćtfopokoYoupceou 
5g TTctTeiCTpćwy duat oti (ikrnep 6 utTrrtip tóu puttou óua&€XCTat tou uiittO' 
peuoii, oi/noę Kai tóu óuó5ox°u XPb oa<jx>)9 dóćuat oti rrapopoitos' cię tt)u 
cęopoXÓYqaty tó toD c|;aYop£uouTOS [3 «cttćCci 3apq. 
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Ps 50 et Ps 69, le trisagion, 

Kupie e\e paou (40 lois). 

B-5): et (ils font) 40 prostrations.79 

C-2): (Le penitent) decouvre sa tete 

nieme s’il porte la couronnc si c’cst un honinie, 

mais non si c’est une femme; 

si c’est un moine il met son capuchon (cf. D-2), 

G-l): <le penitent se prosterne devant le sanctuaire et il dit:> 

[K91: 4]: 

1 Je confessc a toi, 

2 Seigncur et Dietl dii ciel et de la terre, 

3 tout ce qui est cache dans mon cocur. 80 

<F.t dii ccci, Ic confesseur relevc lc penitent 
E-7): qui se place devant rcntrćc du sanctuaire 

et le conlesseur se met pres tle lui de Lautre cote 
(a 1’interieurdu sanctuaire).> 

cf. F-6): Et avec grandc jovialitć, 

D-3): si cela est possible (le confesseur) rembrasse 
et prend les niains du penitent 

cf. F-6): suilout s'il le voit domine et abattu par une insuppotlable 
tristesse et honte. 81 

79 T-6): TlepL tou tto)? 5d e£opo\oyaCTOai. Cf. KT-20): Aap[3ćmi' xpf) tou 
e£op.oXoyou|ieuou 6 toutou Kat Ta toutou dra<xxó]icyoś‘ cp^peoGcn toO ayiou 
Or|CTtaaTr|pLou Kai iorau auTÓu ckcT. Li óe |tf| ccttiu CKKXq<jia * cię KaOapóu 
pyoue t)ctuxoi ' Kai dl'aKex‘>lpr||lćl’Ol , tóttou. Cf. B-4): Kai auueuxeCT0ai |j ct ’ 
aiiTou Ton N’ <JiaXp6n Kai tóu HT. ctO’ outiu? tó Tpiaayiou. Kupie ćXćr|CT 0 u 
M’. B-5): Kai pcTauoias 1 VI’. 

80 Kai peTa ti)u au|nr\qpn>aii' Trjs cuxqs TauTris" C-2): ’ATTOCTKCTTd£au 
auTou tt)u Kci+iaXf|i' (ci cxei eluai ó to oia&ppa <j>opwu) ci ccttiu aepp - ei 6e 
yucp- <ou>-. ei &e ecm d|3|3aj' Ł ttctuiii Tfjj KeijKiKiyj airrou to ćoutou |3aXXau 
koukouXXiou. G-t): Kai pitrrciu airróu cp^PooOcu tou ayiou OnmaCTTppiou Kai 
iroiciu auror Kcip.cuou kotw Aeyciu tou Xóyou toDtou- [K91:4]: ’Eęop.oXoyou)tai 
ctoi. Kupie 6 Qcóę tou oupauou Kai tt)? yfję. TracTa ću Tii) KputTTio Tfję 
Kapóia? pou. 

81 E-7): Kai pcra -6 eitTelu tou Xóyou toutou auiarau auTÓu Kai icttui' 
eu pćpci Tps- ciaóóou tou OuaiaCTTppiou Kai TTXr)criou tCTTdu auTou elę to 
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Et il 1’inierroge d’une voix douce et gaie: 

[KIO: 16]: 

1) De ąuelle maniere, seigneur... as-tu perdu la virgini[e? [... ] 
16) Et apres tout cela il 1’interroge sur les meurtres, les vols 
et les parjures. Et quand tu 1’auras bien interroge sur tout 
et le penitent aura repondu [ .. .] 82 

G-2): <Le penitent tombe devant le sanctuaire 

et (le confesseur) recitc la priere suiyanto 8 ^ 

[K4: 3]: (Que) Dieit qui a pardonne par Nathan (cf. OCP-92: 28). 

cf. L-5): Lc confesseur releve le penitent 
et lui fait couvrir sa tete. 

L-6): Et s’asseyant les deux, 

cf. L-5): il lui demande quclle penitence pcut-il observer. 84 
<Suit le traite des penitcnces du Deuierokanonarion.> 

CONF-2B: 3): Rite de confession du “Logos du patriarchę Jean”: 

MOR: 91-97 (PG 88, 1920-32) (cf. HER: OCP-53, 71): 
=type A: sculcs prieres= 

T-8): Scrnion du nioiiie Jean Nisteutls, 
patriarchę de Constantinoplc, 
a cclui qui va se confesser a son pere spirituel. 85 


CTcpon (Kai tó c tc poi' tiuu aimon). Cf. F-6): ’Lu TTaari IkapÓTpTi 1 D-3): El óuwr 
tóv Kai KaTaóiXcIi' «utóu, Kai Ta? X^P a ? toO ć£opoXoyoupenou cttt to likou 
eiriTC0fjnai xsip a (aipcćua): Cf. F-6): MdXiara ean ópd auTÓu kotc) Otto Trj? 
a<|>opf|Tou Xuttt|? Kai aiuxunr|9 Kupicuópcnon Kai KaraTronoupenon. 

82 Kai ĆTTcpoTav auTÓu trpacip Kai iXapd Tri dH.n/fj- [KIO: 16|: lk?>? uou 
Kupie d8eX<f,e f| TĆKnou f| Kupla f| d&eXóf| en TTpiÓToi? eóGapp p aapOcyla: 
[...] Kai peTÓ TauTa TtanTa- Kai TTcpi óóuon Kai K\eppdTi:>u Kai dpnpaeu? 
Xoyapiou ćpaiTĆiu auTÓu. (cf. le iexie en entier: MUN/t: SUV: 399-400 et M. Arranz, / 
penitenziali bizaiuini . . ., 11 parte). Cf. notę 73. 

8 ^ G-2): Tótc pitmiu TTdXiu Ton e£opoXoyoupcnou epTTpoaOcu tou dylou 
OuaiaaTpplou Kai KCipenou auTou etTeuxeCT0ai auTÓu outu?" 

84 L-5): Kai pcTa touto cycipcin auTÓu Kai ttoicTu oKeTrdCcCTOar L-6): Kai 
cruyKaOe£cCTOai (teT’ auTou 1 L-5): Kai ćpnrrdn auTÓu TToian ćutuXt|u iaxóei 4>uXd‘ 
$ai. Ou yap o OeXei SiSoiam 6 cttiti|J i?>i' ĆTUTlpiou. ouSć o ttpcttci Kai 
atTaiTei. aXXa u 4>v,\aĘai TTpoaipeiTai <6> eTTmpiópcno? | . . . ] ui supra notę 76. 
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<Raison d’ćtre de la penitence administree par les moines: 

Notre Seigneur Jesus Christ a donnć aux honimes la Loi en aide, 
a ćtabli les anges comme gardiens, a envoye les prophetes, 
les apótres, les hierarches, les prStres et les docteurs 
pour 1’enseignement spirituel, ainsi que les moines 
pour consoler et recevoir les confessions de repentir.> 86 

B-6): Celui qui se confesse doit faire trois prostrations 
devant 1’entree du sanctuaire 

et il dit trois fois: 

[K91: 4]: 

1 Je conlcsse a toi, 

2 Pere, Seigneur, Dieu du ciel et de la terre, 

3 tout ce qui est caclić dans nion coeur. 87 

E-7): <Le penitent et confesseur sont debout; 

F-6): celui-ci interrogc le penitent en toute jovialite, 

cf. D-3): si c’est possible il 1’embrasse 

D-4): et (baisc) ses tnains, 

cf. F-6): surtout s’il le voit dans une grandę 

et insupportable tristesse et domine par la honte, 

et il lui dit d’une voix suave et joviale:> 88 


85 T-8): 'Iniduuou pouaxou TTaTptdpxoii KiouCTTauTiuouTTÓX€ii>ę tou 
NriaTeuToO Xóyo9 upó? TÓy pe\XouTa e£ayopeucrai TÓy eauTou TTueupanKÓu 
TTaTĆpa. Cette aitribntion, vraie on fansse qu’el]e soit, n’a en vue que le sermon ou logos 
qni sen d'iniroduciion au rite de confession et non celui-ci. Ce nieme sennon apparalt, 
comme catechese du patriarchę Jean, dans le ms du XV s., Hagios Tafos 136 (cf. ALM: 
25-28); cf. notę 186 dans la 3e panie (a parattre) de ce meine aniele. 

'O Kupi09 f|pLoy 'Ipoot)? XpiOTÓs\ ó lioyoycyf)? toD ©cou ttcus*. f...] 
(cf. MOR: 91c-92e). kul aucpuSpiaoTo? tTpo? pe tou d]iapTij\óu pr^u SiaoTer 
Xapeuos'. 

87 B-6): ’0tj>dXci Se. ó ć£aYopeuopeuoę irociu Tpd9 pcTauoias - eu T-fj 
ciaó&o tou ayiou OuaiaaTppiou koi Xeyau ćk TpiTou- [K91: 4J: ’E£opoXoYoupai 
oot, llÓTfp Kupie ć 0cój tou oupauou Kai tt)? yfję. rauTa tó ću tu kputtt© 
Tfju Kap&iaę pou. 

88 Kai peTa to ei-rrcli' toi- Xóyou toutou. auiOTau auTÓv E-7): Kai 'ioTao- 
6ai tóutc ć£opoXoYoupcuou Kai TÓy aya&cxópcyoy. F-6): Kai etTepoTau auTÓy 
ey tTacrri iXapÓTqTi. cf. D-3); Ei SunaTÓu Kai KaTa<t>iXcIy auTÓu. D-4): Kai tós - 
XEipaę auToii tou eęopoXoYoupeuou. cf. F-6): Kai paXioTa eau ópó ai>TÓu 
KOTumou utto TToXXfj 9 Kai d(f>opf|Tou XutTq? Kai aioxuur|S' Kupieuópeuou. tTpaeiq 
Kai iXapd t() <(xiiufj \eyew outws" 
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[KI2: 94]: <suit une listę de 94 themes en vue des ąuestions ii poser: foi, [.. . ] 
heresie, blaspheme, [. . . ] meurtre, diffamation, condamnation, 
mensonge, vol, [... ] ivrognerie, [... ] rancune, [... ] orgueil, [.. . ] 
dommagc aux ennemis, [ . . . ] avarice, [ . . . ] danse et chant, [ . . . ] port 
d’amulettes, [...], faux temoignage, [. .. ] freąuentation des sorciers, 
mai fait aux serviteurs, enseignement du mai, falsification de signa- 
tures>. 89 

Cf. C-2): <Apres l’avoir interroge, il lui fait dćcouvrir la tete, eto 90 
<3 prićres:> 91 


[KI: Ib]: O Dieu twtre Sauveur, qui par Nathan (cf. OCP-91: 96). 

[K4: ld]: (Que) Notre Sauveuret Seigneur J.-C .... te pardonne 
(cf. OCP-92: 26). 

[K2: 1]: Seigneur notre Dieit, qui a Pierre et a la pecheresse (cf. OCP-91: 98). 

Autre priere pour delier celni qui s’est confesse, 
lorsqu’il a completć le temps de la pćnitence: 

[K3: 4]: Maitre Seigneur notre Dieu, qui t 'es presente (cf. OCP-91: 314). 

L-5): Apres que (le penitent) s’est releve et s’est couvert, 

L-6): les deux s’asseyent 

L-5): et (le confcsseur) lui demande quelle penitence peut-il faire. 92 
<Suit le traite des pćnitences du Deuterokanonarion.> 93 


89 [K12: 94]: 1 Tle pi tticttcios'. flepi iepoauXiaę. Lic pi aipeaeiyj. [ . . . ] 94 
Kai TTCpi (Jjeu&oOTToypatJjdimiii'. (cf. le texte en emier: MOR: 93a-e et M. Arranz, / 
penilenziali bizamini . . ., 11 parte). 

90 Kai pcTa to ćpanrjcjai avróv f| auTT|y TauTa' Cf. C-2): 'AnoaicendCa 
airrov eay ćctti Kai ó tó ótaóripa tfioptbL'. ci 5e ywry oi). 

91 Les prieres [KL 1], [K2: 1] ei [K3: 4) sont presbyterales; elles n'auraient pas dO 
etre dites par im moine non ordonne. 

92 L-5): Kai pcTa tó eycipai aÓTÓy otto tt)s- yi]?. Kai TTOifiaai airróy 
CTKenaaai Tpy KC(f>aXi)y. L-6): Kai CTWKaOćaOai. ó<f>eiXa pct’ auTou. L-5): Kai 
epn>T$y Tiua iaxóci <])uXdęai ćvTO\f|y. 

93 Oi) yap ó OeXa ó4>ciXei ói&ónai ó ćmTipwy tó cmTipioy, ouóc i) 
TTpena anaiTci. a\Xa o cf>uXd^ai npoaipciTai 6 cTnTipi.jp.eyos [ • ■ - 1- Cf. MOR: 
95a-97a et M. Arranz. Ipenitenziali bizamini .... II parte). 
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RlTES ARCHAfQUES 

CONF-2B: 4): Mosk. Sinod. 455: f. lv-ss. (XV) =ALM-ISP: 3/1: 23-24: 
=type A: seules prieres= 

Commencement des ąuestions posees au pćnitent par le confesseur. 

[K12: 64]: (ąuestionnaire mixte, debutant par la premierę ąuestion de [KIO]) 

1 Comment as-tu perdu la virginite? ... 

2 As tu foule la croix par la luxure ou d'une autre maniere? 

3 As tu mange le sang de quelque animal? [. . . ] 

63 T’es-tu rendu responsablc de quelque luxure, ou nieurtre ... ? 

64 As tu enduit de lepre quelquc garęon de campagne qui l’a prise? 94 

<Apres l’inierrogatoire:> 

Prions le Seigneur. 

[KI: 4]: Maitre Dieit, qui appelles les justes (cf. OCP-91: 118). 

Et apres il lui demandc: 

[K85: 4]: 

1 Tu dois pleurer et te repentir de ce que tu as lait 

2 et ne plus recommencer; 

3 si a partir de maintenant tu seras observant 

4 et tnarcheras par le chcmin de Dieu, 

5 non seulement tu seras pardonne, 

6 niais en nieme tenips tu te rendras digne de la gloire 

7 dans le Christ Jesus Notre-Seigneur. 95 

Et aussitót: 


94 ApxTi Tian ć pdiTrpćmon ioy ćp(oT$ 6 dna5oxos' TÓy e£opoXc>Youp.cyoy. 
[K12: 64]: 1 'H TTapOeuia ctou a> TTpiÓTOię TTwę ć<f)0dpr| ... 2 ’EaTai'p07raTr|CTas' 
ttot£ 5ia tTopyflai' t) 8ia aXAoy TpótToy; 3 "EcfiaYes' aTpa oiouSf)TTOTc KTi)yoi>?; 
[ .. . ] (Cf. ALM: 23-24) 63 Mi) ćyiyou ayyriYopoę cl? Kappiay TTopyeiay t) clę 
<j>0óyou i) <|)óyoy: 64 Mi) r^adics 1 TTarSi aou x i0 P | 'K° 1 ' ei? T V ^eirpay Kai 
ep£Td\epe: Kai errau TTÓyTa ćptoTT)CTq auTÓy Tir pi Tuiy TTpoXeXeYpćyioy tótc 
XeYei Tf|y cuxi)y Tou KupLou &cr|0io|ioy. [KI: 4]: A/ottoto Kupie ó ©eóę qpióu 
ó xaXwy óiKaioyę. 

95 Kai pna touto epurrae auTÓy [K85: 4J: ©eXa? TTpo<JKXaucrai Kai 
peTaeofjuai OtTcp iuu cTTpa£as\ Kai paXXoy ci? auTÓy pr|KeTi eTriaTpacfifis" aXX’ 
cay (JnAdtjris- airó toD uDy Kai Ti)e ó<x>y Kupiou TTopcuari, ou póuoy airyxiopr|0rj3- 
apa kol 5ó£r|? d£i<o9fję kv XpiCTTu> ’lr|CToD tuj Kupuj f|puiy. EiTa apxcTai- [K3: 
6J: 'lXdaOr|TL Kupie iXaa0r|TL toT? ćpYoi.S' tiov xnp©y • • - Kai dtToXuci. 
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[K3: 6]: Sois propice Seigneur, soi.s propice aux oeuvres (cf. OCP-91: 360). 

Et l’on fait le congć. 

CONF-2B: 5): Panteleimon 311: f. 1-I2v (XV-XVI) =ALM: 29-36'■ 

=type B: pnferes et psaumes= 

T-9): Pour la confcssion: 

A-5): Le confesseur conduit le penitent a tćte decouverte devant l’icóne du 
Christ, prononcc le verset et chante:> 97 

trisagion, Trinite Toute Sainte, Notrc Pere. Car a tai est... , 

Kupie ćXer|uot' (12 fois), 

Venez adorons, 

Ps 50 


Et il dii (au penitent): 

[K82: 5]: 

1 Voici (mon) ftls que le Christ est invisiblenient present 

2 recevant ta confcssion; 

3 n’aie honte de ricn, ne crains rien, ne me cache rien, 

4 mais avcc courage dis-moi tout ce quc tu as fait 

5 pour que tu en reęoives la rćmission 

6 de la part de Notrc-Seigneur Jesus-Christ; 

7 voici son image dcvant nous: 

8 car je ne suis que le tćmoin 

9 pour tćmoigner devant lui tout ce que tu me diras; 

10 si tu me caches quelque chose tu as double peche: 

11 fais attention, puisque tu es venu chez le medecin, 

12 a ne pas t’en aller sans avoir ete gueri.98 


% En parallele avec te lexie grec, sur la colonne de droite Almazov publie le lexte 
paleoslave du Noniokanon.(pp. 5-15) edite a Kiev en 1620; il s'agit d’une traduction 
fidele du lexte grec. Ce nomokanon slave a du elre en vigueur dans la metropolie de Kiev 
avant la publication du Potrebnik de Pierre Mogiła, tandis qu’ii Moscou on suivait un 
rituel different. celni du Potrebnik de 1623 du patriarchę Philarete. 

97 T-9): Ei? ćSopoXóyr|CTiu' A-5): npocnjtepct 6 TrueupaTLKÓS' TTaTpp tóu 
]ieXXoi'Ta eęopokoypbfiuai e]iirpoa6cu tt)j cikótos tou Kupiou qp.wu 'Ipoou 
Xpicttou aCTKCTTf] Kai troici cttlxoi' Kai tjjćXXci tó‘ Tpiodytou. Ilauayia 
Tpta? . . . 

98 Kai Xćyet trpo? auTÓi” [K82:5|: 

1 ’ISob TĆKIW Ó XpLCTTÓj 'tCTTaTai aopÓTlib' 

2 TTpoaócxó|ici , os' tt)u ćęo]ioXÓYqaii' aou 1 
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F-7): Et il 1’interroge avec precision (aKpipój?) et en detail 
et insiste jusqu’d ce qu’il rćponde." 

[KIO: 9]: Dis-mois fils si tu n’as pas perdu la virginitć 

[Kil: 16]: Dis-moi si tu n’as pas volć . . . )0 ° 

lnstruction: 

[K85: 5]: 

1 De tout ceci il faut que dds maintenanl tu tiennes compte 

2 puisque en ce moment tu te baptises d’un sccond bapteme 

3 selon le mystdre chretien, 

4 pour poser un bon commencement avec 1’aide de Dieu; 

5 surtout ne pas t’exalter pour ne pas fairc rire les hommes: 

6 cela n’est pas propre des chreliens, 

7 mais compone-toi avec dignile, droiture et piete, 

8 pour que Dieu t’akle. 101 


3 euTpairfis'. pr|6ćy <M3r|0fiS' Kai Kpi^tl? n ott’ epoD- 

4 aXXa peTa Odpaouę clttć nd»Ta oaa ctTpa^as' 

5 'iya Xd(3r|S' a<j>cCTiv rapa tou Kupion fii-LiTiiJ 'It|ctoD XpiCTTOU’ 

6 I8o0 ń ELKtoi-' aiiToO ćpTTpoaOey ńpiTiy 

7 Kayw pdpTupaę eipi póyoy 

8 iVa papTupriCTw epiTpoaOey airroD rayTa oaa diun? por 

9 ci bt KpilupriS" ti au’ ćpou &iTrXfjv> Trjy apapnay 

10tTpóaexf ow ćttciSt) f|X0e? clę laTpdoy 

11 iya pr) dOepdiTeuToę UTrayTyj. 

99 F-7): Kai ol/rws' epwTd airróy aKpilJioj cya upos eva Kai KapTcpci 
airróy eioę aTTOKpiGrj. 

100 Kai Xćya upóę auTÓy [KIO: 9]: 1 LIttć poi tćkw pr|v e^Geipaę Trjy 
rapOcyiay ctou &ia paXaKia? ... 2 Kiue poi pr)v ya apacyoKoiTriads' Tiya f| 
aXXoę łaćya; 3 Mr)v ya eiTÓpycuaas' ywaiKa . . . [Kil: 16]: 1 ELttć poi pt)y yd 
€K\e<l>eę . . . (cf. ALM-ISP 3-1: 29-32). 

101 [K85: 5]: IlapayYcXLa- 

1 TauTa uayTa ano toD yDy ćxf>elXci ya Ta TTpoaćxti? 

2 ĆTTci SciiTepoy apn paim^cCTai pdimapa 

3 koto tó pixjTr|pioy Tióy xpiUTiai'ioy. 

4 Kai ya paNAin? apxi)y ayaOfiy BotiOowtos ctol toO ©coO 1 

5 pdXXoy 5c pr|Sc pcTciopiCeaai ya Kapygę tous diOpumow ya 
yeXu>aiy, 

6 TauTa Tuiy xpiaTiayioy ouk cicńy. 

7 aXXa aepyuię Kai ópGiuę Kai c6Xa(3ws' ya TToXiTcucaai 

8 &id ya ai ; 3or|0fi 6 ©eó?. 
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F-8): <Apres que le confesseur a tout demande et Ie penitent a tout nianifeste 
sans honte, celui-ci abaisse La tete et le confesseur dit:>>0 2 

[Kl: 3a]: Seigneur Dieu de notre salut, misericordieux (cf. OCP-91: 114). 

II est digne, Gloire au Pere, conge. 

L-7): <On impose la penitence selon le pechć qui comporte le plus d’annees, et 
avec lui seront delies aussi les autres (pechćs).> 103 


[K85: 6]: 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 


Puisque tant d’annees, flis, sont prescrites 
par les lois divines et sacrćes, 
tu ne recevras pas les divins mysteres, 
mais tu boiras uniquement l’eau sainte, 
et si tu fabstiendras de la divine communion 
tes peches seront delies, 

mais si commettant une transgression tu fais la communion 
tu deviendras un second Judas; 

mais, attention, si tu tonibes malade de mort, communie, 
et si tu gueris, remets-toi de nouveau aux annćes prescrites 
et ajoute a la ntesure que tu portais deja 
une autre en plus pour avoir fait la communion, 
afin que soit gardee la mesure. 104 


102 F-8): Kai otov airra navTa rrpóę airróu efd-nT] kol dKpKt(3i3? 
epęunjcrn, Kamyos TTdXiy trdyia Ta kot’ auTÓy dyeTTai^uyTto? atTOKa\u4ir|, 
TÓTe KXlvet Tfjy Ke^cdtjy 6 e£opoXoYoópeyo?, Kai 6 iryeupaTtKÓ? Xeyet "rijy 

€uXijy 

1° 3 L-7): Tótc Kayoyl£a aimSy koto tó TTTdiapa auroD, Kai d póy ex a 
TroXXds - apapna?- KayoyiCct ai)TÓy Ttjy p.eYaXr|Tfpay apapnay, ń ótTola ex f| - 
TTcptaaOTepouę xPĆ>yoi>s\ Kai Ta aXXa ped airroD XuoyTau C'est bien la premiere 
fois qu'apparait dans nos documenls un tel principe d'econotnie. 

104 Kai Xćycl upój aiiTÓy [K85: 6]: 

1 "Otl. TĆKyoy, TÓaou? xpć>you? opi^ow ol 0doi Kai lepoi yópot 

2 ya pr|&£y peTaXd6qj Ttoy Odioy pucnT|piu)y 

3 póyoy yd tT[yqę dYtaapóy. 

4 Kai d pcy KpaTijcrr]? Ttjy 0day Kon-wiay Xuoyrat al apapTlat aoy 

5 eay óc Tiapa(3f)S' Kai Komoyfian? 1 

6 ScuTcpo? 'louSa? Y^ecrai.' 

7 Kai tTpóaexf cdy 5ó aaOeyTiCTTi? d? OayaToy ya peTaXdpins'. 

8 Kai ay CTT|K(o0fjs" TTaXiy ya iGTacrai d? tou? uipiapeyoię xpóy°u? 

9 Kai ya 3dXXqs’ ci? pĆTpoy yd tó jidUTaCns’ 

10 TTaXiy Kai TÓy aXXoy óttou ep.CTdXc3cs" 

11 6ta ya ctióoti tó pĆTpoy. 
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<Suiveiu six paragraphes canoniąucs a 1’intenlion du confesseur.> 
(cf. ALM: 33-36) 


CONF-2B: 6): Paris 1318: f. 28v-54v (XVI) =ALM: 4 
=type A: seules prieres= 

T-10): Kanon divin de noire tres sainl pere Jean Nisteutis sur la confession. 


Differences des pćches. 105 


II faut que celui qui confcsse les pćchćs cachćs 
au pere (spirituel) ne le considćrc pas en tant qu’hommc, 
mais comme Dieu en personne, Notre-Seigneur Jesus-Christ, 
qui viendra juger les justes et les pecheurs. 

II faut que celui qui reęoit les confessions 
prcnne les peches non comme ccux d'un autre 
mais comme propres. 106 

E-9): Le penitent se met devant le sanctuairc, 
fait trois prostrations 
cl sc prosierne devam le sancluaire. 107 

(Le confesscur) 1’inteiToge: 

[KIO: 6]: Coniment monsieur, madame, as-tu perdu la virginite ... 

[--■1 

Car l’on trouve des gens qui, avec 1’aidc du diable, 
n’ont ni la connaissance ni la crainte de Dieu 
pour les propres atnes ni pour le reste. 108 

105 T-10): kaeioi 1 atiy ©ao toO dyu-.rraTou TTaTpój f|pioy 'koai-we tou 
iticttcutoO irepi e^ayofieuaeuis'. Aia<(>opa ttc pl dpapTr|puTwv. 

106 "Oti 6el tói' ćfopoXoYoO|ici’oi' Kpwjiia ra apapTi)paTa ttutpL pi) 
yopiaai toOtoc to? aeOpwTToi', aX,V ilij auTÓi' tóu ©eóe, tói' Kupiov i)pii>y 
’lqaoDi^ XpiCTToi’. tói' pćXXoyra Kptuai óiKaiouj Kai apapTuAoój. "Oti 5el TÓy 
Taj ćęo(ioXoyf|CTe u KaTaSexópei'oi\ I 1 ’) “ĆTĆpou” (eTepoy ALM) aXX’ ioę Taj 
apapnaj “ćauToO” (aiiTou ALM) di’a&exeoOai. 

107 E-9): 'laTćmai 6£ TÓy pćXXoma eęopoXoyi)<jaCTOai eptTpoaOey tou ayiou 
OuaiaCTTi-|pioii Kai f3aXeiy pcTĆyoiaj Tpdj Kai TTiTTTeiy eptTpoaOcy toO Guaia- 
aTppioy. 

108 Kai ĆTTefKjTćly aiiTÓy oanis" [KIO: 6]: flioj Kupie. Kopia, cv ttpiótoij 
ć(pOapr) [ . . . | (cf. ALM-1SP 3-1: 4-5). Eiai ydp nucę oi pi) cxoyTcę yywaiy r) 
©cou (f>ó|3oi■ eij tuj ćaimuy <])uxaj Kai cij 6Xa eupiCTKWTai uwepToDyToj toO 
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<Le penitent se prosterne devant le sanctuaire et le pretre dit:> 109 

[K4: 2]: ( Que) Dieu notre sauveur, quipour nous s'estfait Iwmme 
(cf. OCP-92: 26). 

[K4: 3]: (Que) Dieu qui a pardonne par NathaiP^ (cf. OCP-92: 28). 

[K4: 8]: (Que) Le Dieu misericordieux et tout compatissant (cf. OCP-92: 36). 

[K2: I): Seigueur notre Dieu, qui d Pierre et a la pecheresse (cf. OCP-91: 98). 

[*.*]: Maitre, Seigueur notre Dieu, qui asfait le ciel . 111 

[K3: 1]: Seigueur Jćsus-Christ, Pils du Dieu vivant, cigneau (cf. OCP-91: 96). 

<Suivent deux prieres non strictenient penitentielles> 112 

Et aussilót il le releve 
cf. L-6): et tous les deux s’asseyent 
L-8): et le (pere) spirituel 1’instruit en disant: 113 

[K85: 7]: 

1 A pailir d’aujourd’hui, mon fils, ne fais pas de tclles choses, 

2 aie craintc de Dieu et fais cc qui plaTt a Dieu, 

3 saches mon fils que Dieu est misericordicux . .. etc. 


Satpofoę. Les 8 categories de peches du Protokanonarion, en nieme temps que leurs res- 
pectives penitences, sont presentees de maniere prolixe et desordonnee. 

MeTa 8c Tairra TTiTrrei auTÓu e£opoXoYouperw e|iTTpoa0cv tou aylou 
OuataCTTppiou Kai Ketpeuou auTou ĆTeuxeTai ó icpcus' outws" Menie si cela n’est 
pas dit, on suppose que le pćnitent etait dębom (on assis) pendant rinterrogation. l^es 
prieres sont dites par un pretre, mais touie la preutiere partie dii rite semblait typiquement 
monastiqtie. 

110 Amalgame de deux prieres: aux denx premiers paragrttphes de 1’une suit le 
texte de 1’autrc. 

111 £0x9 A’’ AecrrToTa Kupie 6 0eó:j qpwi' 6 TTotf|CTa 9 tou ouparw Kat 
tt)v yqu . . . Cf. ALM: 6. ou ta priere. qui ne semble pas penitentielle, reste lont de 
meme incomplete. 

1 *‘L6xq ei? tó Xucrai opKot" |J: 3]: AćcmoTa Kupie 6 0có<j 6 TTauTOKpa - 
Ttop ó eul CTioTriplau tou yeyouę . . . (SIN: 76v =DM1: 51, EBE: 179, cf. OCP-82: 
“L5”). Lux9 cni twu TTpotTCTuis' ópuuóuTioi’- fLIJ: 'O ©eóę Trjg- tou avOfxóTTou 
(Jiuactiię tó cudXiiiTor' ćmaTapefo? . . . (GOA: 534, ZER: 228). De ces prieres d’ab- 
solution plus canoniqtte que penitentielle nous nous occuperons dans un futur aniele que 
nous pensons consacrer aux prieres parapenitentielles. 

113 Kai cuOis? autCTTęi aiiTÓi'. cf. L-6): Kat Ka0ć£oi’Tai o) óuo ópou- 
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<suit le reste d’une pieuse exhortation> 114 

L-9): Et ii donnę la penitence au pecheur selon son peche: 
qu’il jeune . . . ou qu’il fasse 1’aumóne . . , 115 

L-IO): Le fomicateur recevra 1’onction (des maladcs?) 

et sera sanctifić et recevra la benediction des pretres 
et aprtis cela avec contrition du cocur et bonne componction 
est tenu comme digne de la divine comniunion.© 6 

L’adullere aura deux ans de penitence, 

<avec jeune trois fois par semaine> 

finies les deux annees, il fera 1'onction (des malades?) 

et 1’aumóne selon ses possibililćs, 

et ainsi il sera digne des divins niysteres. 11 ? 

Egalement on fait aussi pour les autres peches, 
sauf que pour le meurtre et la nćgation du Christ, 
qui ne peuvcnt etre pardonnes quc par le “papę” 
et le patriarchę. 118 

CONF-2B: 7): Paris 1318: f. 19-28v (XVI) =ALM: 8-9 
T-11): Pour ceux qui se confessent et font recours a Dieu. 


114 L-8):Kai 6 TTycupaTtKÓę youOcTd Kai ótSaoKci auTÓy Xćy(oy [K85: 7]: 
’Attó TT)y cnjpepoy, uić pou, pr|6ću TTpaTTęię TOiaDTa, <(i 0 Poi) TÓy ©eóu Kai 
TTpaTTC epya apeoKoeTa tłp ©ciii, yiuuKJKc. nić pou, oti 6 ©co? eXcr)ptuy ćcttI 
Kai paKpóOupoę Kai TToXućXeoę, dXXa fjlfcupe TTaXiu f . . . 1 (cf. ALM: 7) AoitTÓy, 
aScX<fć pou. eCT<faXc?' tToir|CToy epyoe ayaOou, Xćyei yap ó TTpo<J>r|Tr|ę Aapl6‘ 
ckkXi.uou atTo kokoD Kai tToipaoy ayaOóu. 

11 ^ L-9): Kai 60? Kawa tou dpapTcoXou koto to apapT^pa auTou Kai ua 
yqCTTeńq . . . citc ya TToifjCTq ćXer|po 0 uur|u . . . (cf. ALM-1SP. 3-1: 7). 

116 L-10): 'O tTÓpyo? TToiijoei euxćXaion Kai aytaoSfiTw Kai euXoyr|0r|Ta> 
napa T©y icpćwu, ciTa Kai oirnuę pcTd CTuyTpt(3fię KapSlaę Kai KaXf)ę KaTayu - 
fcio? adw0r|CT€Tai Kai outo? tt)? Oriaę peTaXrnJjciaę. Cette prescripiion d’une 
onction sur 1’adultere pourrail avoir ete inspiree par 1'onction des apostats de la Dialaxis 
du patriarchę Methode (cf. OCP-90: 283-322). 

117 'O Sć clę unaedpoe yuyaiKa neaiuy xpót'0uę B ćx<rt tó enr 
Ttpioy.... tTXqpti)0eyT(jy 6e T©y 8uo xpóuwu. noir|aaę euxćXatoy Kai 
cXer|pocrńuqu koto ońyapty Kai outui? d£uo0r|CTeTai. Twy 0dtoy pucmipiiay. (cf. 
ALM-ISP. 3-1: 8). 

1,8 Oimo Tr|pqCToy Kai ćttI w dXAtuu apapT^paTtoy. TTAfiy <foyetoę Kai 
apyqCTixpiaToy oux ćxa 6ć nydę aSeiau ya auyxiopr|CTa clpt) póyoy nanna? 
Kai TTaTpidpxTi?. (cf. ALM-ISP. 3-1: 8). 



Les formulaires de confession, 2 e partie 


89 


Lc (p£re) spirituel commence ainsi: 119 
[K82: 6]: 

1 Mon fils spirituel, je ne vais te deniander 

2 que quelques-unes des nombreuses questions 

3 que 1'Eglise de Dieu 

4 et les divins et sacrćs canons des saints peres 

5 nous prescrivent; 

6 mais toi ne me caches rien de ce que tu as fait [ .. . ] 

7 car moi-meme je suis un pecheur 

8 et j’ai commis tous les peches comme personne sur la terre, 

9 mais par la pćnitence et la confession j’ai ćtć libćrć de tout; 

10 donc je commence maintenant a 1 ’interrogcr, 

11 mais toi donc, dis-moi la verite. 120 

[KI2: 33]: 

1) Ne t’es-tu pas moque par violence du diable de la foi chretienne et n’as-tu 
pas blasphćmć contrę Dieu et ses saints? 

[•••] 

33) N’as-tu pas de la mechancete et de 1’inimitie contrę quelqu’un? 12 l 


(a suivre) 

Pontificio Istituto Orientale Miguel Arranz S.J. 


T- 11): 1 lepi tous - 6£opoXoYoupćyou? Kai top? TTpoacpxopeyou? ©6W 1 
Kai apx6Tai ó TTycupaTiKÓ?’ 

l20 [K82:6]: TĆKyoy pou rryeupaTiKÓy, atTÓ Ta 6p<oTf|paTa Ta TToXXa óttou 
pd? ópifri f| toO ©6oD ĆKK\r)oia. Kai oi Oeioi Kai iepoi Kayóye? Ttliy aylcoy 
TTaTepdjy óXiYa Tiya 3ouXopai epijTfjaai oc oii oyy pi) Kpó^n? poi t! ott’ ooa 
etToiriCTas-- [ ■ ■ - ] etTfiSc Kai iyib apapTi.>Xós cipi Kai Ta? apapTia? oXa? 
łtToLr|CTa w? otócis' aXXo? eiri ypę. aXXa 6ia pcTayoia? Kai eęayopcucrei.is' 
eXi)TpióOr|y TouTmy XoitToy apxopai Tuipa ya oł epaiTio Kai ou \ćyc poi T^y 
aXf|0ciay. 

121 [K 12 : 33 J: Mi) ćk CTyyaptTayf|S' toO &iapóXoy u|3piCTeę Ti)y irlony Ttór 
XPicmay[oy Kai cis - TÓy ©cóy Kai el? tous - dyloię 63X0011)411100?: 1 ■ • ■ 1 Mi) 
6 X 61 ? KOKiay Kai ćx9pay koto Tiyo?; (cf. ALM-ISP. 3-1: 9). 
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Le rite du couronnement des tsars dans les pays slaves et 
promotion d’autres axiai 

A Sa Majeste Symłon II, Tsar des Bulgares 

L’ćtude de 1’Euchologe des peuples slaves orthodoxes au Moyen Age 
est un problemc de l’avenir. Dans l’avenir se situent egalement les 
publications d’une grandę partie des textes et leur evaluation en tant que 
source historique.= Les dilTerentes prieres et taxeis contiennent des 


ABBREV1AT10NS 

Arranz, Enchologe slave du Sinai = M. Arranz S.J., “La liturgie de 1’Eucliologe slave du 
Sinai'”, Chrislianiiy among i/w Slaes The Heritcige of Saims Cyrill wid MetJiodius, 
(OCA 231, Roma 1988) 15-74. 

Arranz, Couronnemem royal = M. Ananz S.J., ‘'Couronnement royal et auires promo- 
tions de cour. Les sacrements de 1'institution de Pancien Enchologe constantinopoli- 
tain”, OCP 56 (1990) 85-133. 

Barsov = t'. bapcoBt. Upeutie-pyccKie naMmmiKU ci3siwennaro abH i ianm uapeii Ha 
uapciBo. MocKBa 1883. 

Boris, Cziy>t;eOHUKB 1532 rozta = ApsitMaHZtpirr Bopucb (I1^othiikobi>). Cph.aHe6o.n- 
rapcKili c^yaceOmiKb 1532 i ozta (Onuib na^eorpat[)iiKO-r^OTTO^onmecKoro 
nccaeaoBani>i) ®njtOJiont’iecKin aantickit bii.3. BopoHeatb 1880. c. 22-55. bu. 
5. BopoHeatb 1S80. c. 55-73. 

Brehier, Ijes instiwtions = L. Brehier. Les mstilulions de 1'empire byzantin. Paris 1949. 

Brightman, Imperial Coronalions = F. E. Brightman, "Byzantine Imperial Coronaiions", 
JTS 2 (1902) 359-392. 

Bury. Adminisiralire System = J. B. Buty, The Imperial Adininistrative System in the 
Ninlh Cenwry, London 1911. 

Constantini Porpliyrogeniti De cerimoniis = Consiamini Porphyrogeniti imperatoris De 
cerimoniis aitlae hyzantinae lihri duo, vol. I-II, Bonnae 1829-1830. 

Goar, EuxoAóyioi^ = Ei/yoAóyuw sive rituale Graecorum, complectens ritns et ordiues 
divinae liturgiae, officinrum, sacramentorum, consecraiionitm, henedictionum, 
funenun, oraiionum et c. jiuta usuw orienlalis ecclesiae, opera R. P. Jacobi Goar, 
O.P., Editio secunda, Venetiis MDCCXXX. 

Gorsky, Nevostruev. OnncaHie = A. TopcKiii, K HebocTpyeBb. Omtcanie cjtatsm- 
ckiish pykonticeil MockOBckoit CiiHoaa.nbHOii Oudnioi ektt. Oiaejib III, knnrti 
Corocjty>k6HUH. nacTb neptrau. MotKBa 1S69. 

Guilland, Le cesarat = R. Guitland, “Etudes sur 1‘histoire administralive de 1’empire 
byzantin: Le cesarat”, OCP 13 (1947) 168-194. 
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renseignements prćcieux aussi bien sur la pratique liturgique que sur les 
autres domaines de la vie. Les donnćes relatives a la vie quotidienne des 
gens, aux rites organisćs a diffćrentes occasions sont inappreciables. Lors 
de l’evaluation de cette information, il faut tenir compte aussi d’un autre 
fait: dans la plupart des cas, il s’agit de traductions dont 1’archetype se 
trouve dans quelques prieres rdmai'ques. II y a donc lieu de se demander si 


Loparev, Kb uiiHy uapbCKOro KOpoHOBaHifl = Xp. /lonapeBb. “Kb MHHy uapbCKOro 
KopoHOBaHifl Bb Bii3aHTiu”. Festschrift zn Ehren D. Th. Kobeko, CaHKTb neTep- 
Oyprt. [913, c. 1 suiv. 

Nevostruev, Tpn Mojinwe - K.HeBOCTpyeBb. Tpn MOMUTBe. r nacHUK cpncKor 
ytieHOr MpywTBa. kh. 22. 1867. 360-3701. 
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live de Pempire byzciniin au XI sićcie (1025-1118). Travaux et memoires, VI, 1976. 
p. 125-152. 

OlSr, l^a Chiesa e lo Stato (Rurikidi) = G. Olśr. “La Chiesa e ]o Siato nel cerimoniale 
d’incoronazione degli ultimi sovrani Rurikidi”, OCP XVI (1950) 267-302. 

OlSr, La Chiesa e lo Stato (Periodo dei torbidi) = G. OlSr, “l^a Chiesa e lo Stato nel 
cerimoniale d’incoronazione degli zar russi nel periodo dei torbidi (1598-1613)", 
OCP XVII (1951) 395-434. 

Olśr, La Chiesa e lo Siato (Romanov) = G. OlSr, “La Chiesa e lo Stato nel cerimoniale 
d’incoronazione degli zar Romanov”, OCP XVIII (1952) 344-376. 

Ostrogorsky, Zur Kaisersalbung = G. Ostrogorsky, “Zur Kaisersalbung und Schilder- 
hebung im spatbyz.anlinische Kronungszeremoniell. Historia, Zeitschrift fiir alte 
Geschichte (Fesischrift W. Ensslin), IV (1955) 246-256. 

Ostrogorsky, Slein, Die Kronungsordnungen = G. Ostrogorsky, E. Stein, “Die Kronung- 
sordnungen des Zeremonienbuches" Byz VII (1932) 185-233. 

Ostrogorsky, 3 bo^k)luui = r OcTporopcKitii. ''‘JBOjimmm Bii3aHTHiiCKO[o oCpnzia 
KOpOHOBaHiin. B: Bii3aHTim. lOHCHbie onaBnHe, ZlpeBHnn Pycb. 3anaziHaj[ 
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Accidemiei R. P. R., Bucuresti 1951, vol. I. 

Photii patriarchae Epistulae et amphilochio = Photii patriarchae constanlinopolilanae 
Epistitlae et amphilochia , vol. I, Epistulanmt, pars prima, Leipzig 1983. 

Syrkou, Kb ltcTopitt iicmpBjieHift hwtrb = n. CbipKy. Kb ucropit ltcnapBJiemsi 
KHttrb Bb Bojtrapitt Bb XIV BkKe. r. I. Bn. 1. CaHKTb lleTepOyprb 1898. 
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le texte, traduit parfois presque litteralement, reflete d’une maniere 
adćquate la situation dans les pays slaves voisins de 1’Empire. II est 
impossible de donner une reponse genćrale. Chaque cas devrait faire 1’objet 
d’un examen a part. On pourrait toutefois avancer quelques comsiderations. 
Avant tout, il est necessaire de tenir compte du fait que, dans la plupart des 
pays, la pratique rituelle de 1’Eglise Orthodoxe est dans une large mesure 
uniformisee, ce qui constitue un prealable a la preparation des traductions. 
D’autre part, nous avons toutes les raisons de penser que celles-ci n’ont pas 
ćte faites au hasard et que, dans chaque pays, la necessite du texte respectif 
(souvent corrige) etait prise en consideration. 

La presente recherche ne se propose pas le but ambitieux de repondre a 
toutes les questions concernant le rapport entre 1’Euchologe római'que et 
1’Euchologe slave, ni de resoudre le probleme relatif a leur valeur en tant 
que source historique. Nous voudrions proposer plus loin les textes de trois 
tcoceis concernant le couronnement des tsars et la promotion des autres 
hauts titres de cour dans la variante de leur traduction slave. A notre avis, 
ils contiennent des renseignements tres precieux sur le systeme rituel et la 
doctrine politique des pays orthodoxes au Moyen Age. 

Jusqu’a present, ces sources etaient connues grace aux publications des 
diverses copies faites au XIX e siacie par C. Nevostrouev, E. Barsov et P. 
Syrkou. 1 La diffusion assez restreinte de ces publications, qui ont 
maintenant une valeur de raretes antiques, semble laisser ces textes un peu a 
1’ćcart de 1’interet des chercheurs. Bień que connus, ils sont utilises a un 
tr£s faible degrć comme source du systeme des titres du Moyen Age 
orthodoxe. Voila pourquoi, nous nous permettons de proposer plus loin non 
seulement le texte et sa traduction mais aussi un essai de commentaire ou 
nous tachons de repondre a la question concernant la valeur de 
1’information qu’ils contiennent, ainsi que 1’origine et 1’interpenćtration des 
differents textes. 

Texte 

Naguere, 1’original grec des trois taxeis etait utilise a partir de 1’edition 
ancienne et difficilement accessible de Jacob Goar du XVIie s., 2 ou bien a 


1 Nevostruev, Tpti MomiTBe, p. 360-370; Barsov, p. 25-31. 123-125; Syrkou, Kb 
ncTopin ucnapBJieHifi KHW b , p. 122-124. 

2 Goar, Euyokóyioi', p. 726-732. 



94 


Jvan AL Diliarsky 


partir de la copie moins populaire d’Elpidiphore Barsov. 3 La litterature 
historique dispose depuis peu de 1’edition critique du pere Miguel Arranz 
S.J. 4 Cela facilite considerablement les recherches dans ce domaine et 
foumit une base solide a l’evaluation des traductions slaves. L’examen des 
diverses copies permet de proceder a la reconstitution du chemin parcouru 
par les differentes copies slaves. On doit noter a l’avance que nous utilisons 
plus loin la cote des manuscrits grecs, etablie par lcur editeur (c.-a-d. BAR, 
POR, SIN, COI, BES, EBE). 5 

Les recherches sur ces manuscrits niontrent qu’il n’y a pas de 
differences essentielles dans le contenu des textes, sauf 1’absence d’expli- 
cation concernant les basilissai, le fils ou la filie dans BAR. La tradition est 
respectee. On pcut remarquer qu’ils ne depassent pas le debut du Xlll e s., 
ce qui temoigne probablement de leur disparition lors du changement dans 
le systeme hićrarchique, survenu apres la crise liee a la IV e croisade, Ce 
fait, ainsi que les traductions slaves relativement tardives sont encore un 
temoignage de ce fait que les Slaves orthodoxes des Balkans ont vecu 
l’ćpoque des Comnenes avec un certain retard. 

Les variantes bulgares. serbes, russes et autres des prieres, analysees ici, 
se trouvent dans quelques manuscrits conservćs dans differents pays. Des 
publications de certains d’entre eux ont ete realisees au XIX e s. II faudrait 
noter a l’avance que la presente edition ne pretend pas etre exhaustive et 
critique. La plupart des manuscrits etant inaccessibles, on peut juger du 
contenu de certains d’entre eux uniquement sur le titre. Nous pensons tout 
de meme que cette publication, la seule qui soit possible maintenant, ou 
sont comparćs les textes bulgares et serbes, sera utile aux spścialistes 
s’occupant du systeme institutionnel, ainsi qu’aux chercheurs etudiant 
1’Euchologe medieval slave. 

Les copies ici presentees sont les suivantes: 

1. SYN — Le plus ancien texte connu est celui du recueil ou se trouve 
aussi la copie Palaouzov du Synodikon du tsar Boril. 6 II est conserve sous 
le N° 289 (55) dans le service des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque nationale 
“Saints Cyrille et Methode” a Sofia. Monument de la fin du XIVe s . (entre 


3 Barsov, p. 25-3], 123-125. 

4 Arranz, Couronnenieni royal, p. 89-109. 

5 Ananz, Eucliologe slave du Sinai, p. 22; Arranz. Couronnenieni royal, p. 83-84. 
®lsonev, Oiuicb, N° 289 (55) 187; M. llonpy^CHKO. CiiHOMiihb uapn Gopiica, 

Onecca 1899; idem, CuHOAUKb Ljapsi bopiuia. Coi|ma 1928. p. XIV. 



Le rite du couronnement des tsars dans les pays slaves 


95 


1380 et 1393). 7 Le codex a 118 a folios de papier et se compose de trois 
parties: f. 1-62 — Synodikon du tsar Boril, f. 63-102 — Paroissien du 
patriarchę Euthymius et f. 103-118 — Foriginal grec du paroissien. Cette 
copie contient deux des textes qui nous interessent: une partie de la taxis du 
couronnement des tsars (f. 41r-41v) et la priere dite a 1’occasion de la 
promotion du cesar et du curopalate (f. 41v-42r). L’unique publication de 
ces textes a ete faite par M. Poproujenko, en 1899. 8 

2. SRB — En deuxieme lieu, il faudrait mcntionncr la variante serbe des 
textes qui nous interessent. Elle est connue grace a une copie de la premiere 
moitie du XVe s. Le manuscrit represente un missel serbe en papier 
contenant 424 f. 9 II est conserve au Musee historique d’Etat a Moscou, dans 
la collection de l’ex-Bibliotheque Synodale de Moscou sous le N° 374. 
Dans cette copie figurent les trois textes: a la f. 179v et suiv. — La taxis de 
couronnement des tsars, f. 181 r — La priere pour la promotion du cesar, du 
despote etc., f. 1 81 v — La troisieme priere (des princes). Ces textes sont 
publies en 1867 en Serbie par Constantin Nevostrouev. 10 

3. MOS — Une autre copie tres ancienne est conservee dans la 
collection de l’ex-Bibliotheque Synodale de Moscou sous le N° 371 
(675). 11 II s’agit d’un missel en parchenrin de la fin du X1V C ou du debut 
du XV e s., contenant 220 f. La signature du patriarchę Nikon indique que le 
manuscrit avait ete depose par lui au Monaslere de la Rćsurrection a la 
Nouvelle Jerusalem. Sur la f. 154r se trouve la taxis du couronnement des 
tsars. Ce texte a ete publie par E. Barsov dans son recueil, paru a 1’occasion 
du couronnement de 1’empereur Alexandre III. 12 II est a noter aussi que la f. 
166 contient une taxis separee, intitulee: “matba, ga(c)bnth uapi u kha3a 
p0i”, qui, en fait, est une repetition exacte du texte susmentionne. 1 - 3 Le 
remplacenrent du titre de tsar par celui de prince dans le contexte de la taxis 
du couronnement des tsars represente un phenontene extremement interes- 
sant dans le developpenrent du systeme des titres et de Fideologie des 

7 Tsonev, Onucb, p. 150; M lloripyaceHKO. O men o jat patitt<inoii KOMaimn- 
poBKi, jitnoM 1007 rona. 3aniiciai HMnepa topckaro HosopoccincKaro ymwepai- 
rera. Onecca 1908, p. 20; idem. CiiHomiKb uapst Bopiuia. Ccxl)iia 1928. p. XIV. 

8 M. noiipyaceHKO. CiiHojjuKb uapn bopuca. Oaecca 1899, p. 79-81. 

9 Gorsky. NevosUnev, Omicatne, N° 374. 167. 

'0 Nevostruev, Tpii Mo/imue. p. 360-370. 

11 Gorsky, Nevo.stn.iev, Ormcatiie. N° 371, 128. 

12 Barsov, p. 25-31. 

13 Gorsky, Nevostruev, Onticame. p. 147. 
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souverains en Russie. A cet ćgard, une attention particuli£re devrait etre 
accordee a la taxis situee & la f. 144v et suiv. “hh(h) iiotTABAema ha b6ai'ko6 
KHialaOcTBo”, publie aussi par E. Barsov4 4 C’est la taxis relative a la 
promotion princiere de Dimitri, petit-fils du grand prince Jean III 
Vassilievitch. II est accompagnć d’un recit historique de 1498. La juxta- 
position permet de tirer la conclusion qu’il correspond presque entierement 
aux taxeis susmentionnees. La comparaison avec les sources conservees, 
relatives au couronnement du tsar Jean IV Le Terrible, 15 donnę lieu aux 
memes conclusions. Ces donnees sont extremement interessantes, car elles 
foumissent encore un temoignage au sujet de 1’unitę du monde orthodoxe. 
Elles prouvent la dissemination des textes qui nous intćressent non 
seulement dans 1’Empire, en Bułgarie et en Serbie, mais aussi dans 1’Etat 
moscovite, des le XV e s. 

4. SOL — La copie posterieure des textes qui nous interessent se trouve 
dans le Paroissien de Solovky de 1532, 16 Le manuscrit a ete copiś, comme 
il est indique sur le f. 107v, au monastere de Zographou, par le moine 
domestique Barlaam, sur commande de Theophane, metropolitę de Suceava 
et de toute la Moldovalachie, a l’epoque de Jean Pierre voi'evode. 17 II est 
sur parchemin, contient 154 f. et comporte differentes taxe\s. II est 
particulierement important de noter qu’il s’agit d’un texte ecrit en moyen 
bulgare. ,s En nieme temps, le lien avec la Moldavie est incontestable. Plus 
tard, les caprices dii destin font que ce texte arrive en Russie. Cette copie ne 
contient que les deux premiers textes analyses. Les f. 64-65 comportent une 
partie de la taxis du couronnement des tsars. Le dćbut manque. Aux f. 
65-66 se trouve la priere a ]'occasion de la promotion du cesar et du 
despote. Ces textes ont ete publies a la fin du XIX C s. par Polychrone 
Syrkou. 19 

5. SOF — Une copie, restee inconnue jusqu’a present, se trouve dans un 
Livre episcopal de prieres du debut du XVII e s., conserve sous le N° 954 a 


14 Baisov. p. 32-38: Olśr. La Chiesa e lo Stało (Rurikidi), p. 279-290. 

15 Barsov, p. 42-90; Olśr, La Chiesa e lo Siato (Rurikidi), p. 290-300. 

16 Boris. CayateOHUKt 1532 rozta, p. 22-55, 55-73. 

17 Syrkou, Kb ncropiu ucnapB.naHin khw b. p. XXVI-XXV1I. 

'8 Boris. C.ny>tce6HiiKfc 1532 rozta, passim et surtout p. 64. 

19 Syrkou. Kb ncropiu HcnapBJietiin KHiit b. p. 122-124. 
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la Bibliotheąue Nationale a Sofia. 20 C’est un manuscrit en papier, 
contenant 181 f., 195 x 145 mm., a reliure en cuir, avec des planches mais 
dćj& assez usees, ćcriture semi-onciale, 15 lignes par page. Les titres et les 
lettres initiales, ainsi que certains points de sćparation sont ecrits en couleur 
de cinabre. Au debut des differentes taxeis il y a des entrelacs, 
accompagnes de diverses figures — des dragons, des couronnes etc. Sur le 
f. 80 il y a une notę en langue roumaine: “ahaCcItti AeT^prae ahcte 

CAOBeH-feuKii ... u^TTEM H6T6 A6 ... i$h agh 20” et sur la f. 150v il 
est ecrit d’une ecriture codee “QNl404>eZ”, c.-a-d. Seraphin. 21 Ce manuscrit 
contient les trois textes qui nous interessent (l’inventaire, dressć par Ch. 
Kodov et M. Stoyanov presente des lacunes et ne reflete pas exactement le 
contenu). La taxis du couronnement des tsars se trouve aux ff. 150v-154v, 
la pri£re pour la promotion du cesar, du despote etc. — aux ff. 154v-155v, 
et la troisieme priere — aux ff. 155v-157r. Le manuscrit est encore inedit. 
C’est pourquoi le texte essentiel de la publication proposee plus loin suit ce 
Livre episcopal de prieres du XVIie s. 

Les textes susmentionnes nous permettent de suivre la diffusion de la 
source etudiee dans tous les pays orthodoxes europeens, ce qui souligne 
egalement leur importance. Nous ne connaissons les copies evoquees plus 
loin qu’a travers les inventaires. De plus, nous voudrions noter 
expressement qu’on les cite ici uniquement en vue de recherches 
ultćrieures. La copie la plus proche des susdites est probablement celle qui 
se trouverait a la Bibliotheque centrale d’Etat de Bucarest, si elle est restee 
intacte aptós les devastations de decembre 1989. Le codex contient un livre 
de prieres et un missel, redige en bulgare, de la seconde moitie du 
XVIie s. 22 Son numero d’inventaire est 1 ms.sl. 1-2 (4251). les ff. 59r-62v 
comportent “hhhł GWBA6A\ki na hoctabaemie ujvk”. A notre avis, il y a lieu 
de penser qu’il est identique au tcxte du nieme nom, etudie dans la presente 
recherche. C’est d’aprós l’inventaire que nous connaissons aussi un autre 
texte figurant dans le manuscrit N° 378 de l’ex-Bibliothequc Synodale de 
Moscou. Sur la f. 548 on lit: “mw(a) ga(c)biith up<x hah khsa taa(b) 


20 M. Ciohhob. Koziob. Onuc Ha caaBJiHUKine ptKonncn b co(]łiiiicKaTa 
HapoaHa OiiOaiioreKa. T.III, CO(|)iin 1964 . N°954, p. 108-109. 

21 rbid, p. 109. 

22 Cb. HuKoaoBa. “Ezma HeiBBeciHa cOupKa ot caaBMHCKii ptKOiuicH b 
PyMbmia". CTHpo6b.ni apcKa .nmepa jypa. IV (Coclma 1978) 88. 
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5B”.23 Etant donnć que les auteurs sont tres corrects mais que le renvoi 
manque, on peut supposer que le texte est different. Puisque le 
couronnement et le mariage se ressemblent en tant que rites ecclćsiastiques, 
nous voudrions citer ici deux textes de recueils conserves en Autriche. Le 
premier part d’un missel serbe du XVI C s. “‘ihhł ©epidemio aghuh kł 
up6Mb”,24 le second — d’un missel serbe du XVI1 C s.: “mhhł 
wep^mchYi© abuh Kb upeMb h np© i i'[HMb”. 25 Pour les memes raisons, 

nous nous permettrons d’evoquer un autre texte, conserye a la Bibliotheque 
de 1’Academie roumaine sous le N° 235 et datę du XVI s.: “HNHb wgp^hcnha 
uap6A\b h KHA3eMb u bticLm iipaBocAaBHHM xp łc tVanwm” (f.5 1 r-5 1 v). 26 Dans le 
manuscrit N° 1, se trouvant egalement a la Bibliotheque de 1’Academie 
roumaine, aux ff. 215v-216v, on lit: “ta>«6 b H3GpaN©H BceBOAt”. 27 Mal- 
heureusement, on ne peut dire si cette priere est une traduction ou bien une 
adaptation du texte presente ici. De toute faęon, il est a noter que si cela est 
vrai, on pourrait en tirer une information tres precieuse sur la doctrine 
politique des principautes au nord du Danube pendant le bas Moyen Age, 
ainsi que sur le developpemenl gćneral du monde orthodoxe apres la 
conquete turque. II faudrait dire quelques mots aussi du rapport entre les 
differentes copies. Avant tout, il faut noter la rcssemblance presque totale 
entre SOF et SRB. On peut dire que les differences sont surtout d’ordre 
linguistique et orthographique, dans la mesure ou l’un est bulgare, 1’autre 
— serbe. De leur cóte, ils sont proches des copies grecques BES, COI et 
EBE qui contiennent les variantes longues des rubriques explicatives. 28 

En meme temps, dans SOL les rites a 1’occasion du couronnement de la 
tsarine, du fils ou de la filie d’un tsar manquent. Cela aurait du le rendre 
plus proche de BAR et de SIN qui contiennent les variantes courtcs des 
rubriques du texte grec et traitent aussi avant tout du basileus , 29 Pourtant, la 
comparaison laisse une impression toute differente: 


22 Gorsky. Nevo.stmev, OnucaHie. N° 378, p. 236. 

24 G. Birkfellner. “Glagolitisclie uiid kyrillische llandscliriften in Ósterreich. 
Schriften der Balkaiicomniission”, Linguistische Abteihing XXIII (Wien 1975) N° 
11/105, p. 277. 

25 Ibidem, N° TT/l 11, p. 289. 

26 Panailescu, Manuscrisele slave, N° 235, p. 335. 

27 Ibidem, N° 1, p. 4 - 

28 Arranz. Couronnement royal. p. 89-91, 95, 97-101. 

2 9 Arranz, Conronnenient royal, p. 91, 95, 101. 
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Designatio regis. Rubrica posterior: Designatio regis. Rubrica posterior 

(Sol, f. 65) 

(BAR 362, SIN 127v) 

H BTi3(MW6Tk <D ANTH- 

Kai t lera to *A|itiv, enaipei gk 

MHC6A CTĆAUt UJStAA 

ttk; aylac; Tpane^i; to otępia 

pAKAMA .dp^iepew BtN- 

Kai Kparwv auto Tatę óool yepol 

habaS ero Faa . Bit 

aTeęeL outov )^eyołv ■ Eię 

ha(& ujHa h cna h ctto 

ovopa tou Ilarpoc; Kai tou T tou 

AXA.h no nptłigeNH 

Kai tou aytou rh/euparoc;. Kai (jstoc 

EtŹ TAHNTt nOKrtiNt- 

touto no lwv nporiy Laapeva Kai 

6TCA CKynTpffl ,P . 

peTaó l&jo lv outu ttk ęołono iou 

APKTepeHH *e rACT 1 

ko ivwv (aę . 

CA ABA BI BUMNlfi Eoy 


H HA 36MAH AtHph . Bit 


^TauŁ* SAroBOAŚwIe 1* 


H TAKO OrAACHBUte 


■tHMAHHArO - H nOfcBA- 


AHBM6 H . PĆKU6 A^NUJrA 


A*TA ITp» T&_ H 


oxoa5 nóca ctśaw 


NA TAAKt CBOĆH - 



Malheureusenient, la premiere rubriquc explicative nianque dans SOL et 
c est a cause de cela que l’on ne peut pas 1'aire de juxtaposition. Le texte 
actuel est tres different. Tout cela, ainsi que certains autres elćments dans la 
deuxieme taxis n offrent pas de raisons suffisantes pour chercher Longinę 
de cette copie dans BAR, SIN ou bien dans quelqu’autre variante proche de 
ces textes. Le lien entre eux se trouve dans le fait qu’ils ne sont consacres 
qu’au basiletts ou au tsar. 

SYN est une variante enti&rement independante. Dans ce manuscrit, les 
differences. en ce qui concerne la langue, le lexique, la grammaire. 
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1’orthographe et la structure, sont, comparćes aux autres variantes, les plus 
considćrables. 

Ayant en vue 1’edition critique des textes grecs, presentee par le pere M. 
Arranz, on peut dire que, pour le moment, 1’archetype római'que reste 
obscur. II est ćvident que cet avis n’est pas valable si l’on suppose l’idee 
que ces modifications ont ete faites au cours de la traduction du grec en 
slave. 

Enfin, on voudrait se pencher aussi sur certains aspects structurels de la 
taxis de promotion du cesar et du despote qui pourraient nous aider a 
decouvrir quelques elements de ce rite, jusqu’a present inconnus non 
seulement dans les pays slaves mais aussi dans 1’Empire. Aussi bien dans 
1’original grec 30 que dans SRB et SOF, il manque des rubriques 
explicatives et Ke4>aXoKXiaia. 

Dans sa recherche, le p&re M. Arranz accorde une attention speciale a ce 
fait, en supposant que cette omission (par rapport au texte grec) ait pu se 
produire a cause de 1’application du nieme rite et du menie texte de la priere 
de la taxis du couronnement des tsars ou des princes, bien qu’une telle 
approche soit etrangere & 1’Euchologe. 31 Heureusement, deux des textes 
slaves conserves donnent la possibilitć de repondre a cette question. 

Dans SYN, la premiero rubrique explicative est tellement abregće 
qu’elle ne contient presqu’aucune information (cf., rem. 154). Le texte dans 
SOL est plus interessant. De prime abord, on constate qu’il ne peut etre 
compare a la premiero rubrique des prieres relatives a la promotion des 
patrices (“princes”, dans la variante slave). On trouve des ressemblances 
plus essentielles avec celle de la taxis du couronnement des tsars: 

Designatio caesaris etc. Designatio regis 

(SOF f. 65) (SOF 954 f. 15 lr) 


— npHBÓAHTCA npt A ńpx'fepeoAt’ 
m nplKAÓNisoy eAtoy rAńB*. 
4PXTep6H *6 BTłSAÓJKS P*K* 

Nń TAAB* EMS npOHHTACTK 
6MŚ A Cl* 


H ftpfcCTOHT’ *6 H XÓTAH 
BiNM4THCA Hpk.AfAKtó rAĆTk 
ATAKON’CT8ń nptłBOcIŚH’ HHKk 
nplKAANl6TS TAAB* 

MAHTCA CHU6 


30 Arranz, Couronnement royal, p. 103. 

31 Airanz. Couronnement royal, p. 131. 
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Comme nous avons pu le voir, la ressemblance n’est pas absolue, mais 
elle pourrait quand meme servir de base a la comparaison. Malheureu- 
sement, dans la copie du paroissien de Solovky, il manque la premiere 
rubrique de la taxis du couronnement des tsars et la comparaison dans le 
cadre d’une seule et meme variante s’avere impossible. Au contraire, les 
autres rubriques et la kephaloklisia qui sont conservees dans SOL, sont 
presqu’entierement identiques aux memes ćlements de la troisieme taxis 
(celle des patrices ou des princes): 

ORAT10 CAPITIS 1NCLINATION1S 


SOL, f. 66 

SOF, 156v-157r 

Texte grec 32 

H aTakonnctia 

peHMHp’ SbcC Aid' 

AldKONh 

*0 6iohovo<; 

ko n - taabu bAba 

rAdBH sAae Fsm 

Tac; KeipaAaę. 

Fbm . tJ dpxIep6H 

npiKAÓNHTi npbso- 

0 lepeuę eu^etai 

Satsk cli + 

CV6N 1 NMKh MATCA 


rtT Se Hiat. nxe 

rH Se nAbb H*e 

Kupie o 6eoę Tyjuv o 

E-bCŚro (Tk3AiHld TBÓ- 

Ebci CY3AAMTd TBÓ- 

nóoT)ę k< laeuę toup 

peub- OyCAUBM MAeHTd 

p6Ub OfCAUMIH MA6- 

yóę, enóncouoov try; Se- 

Niad u AApoyu pAsoy 

Htd nAba H AipSH 

rfaetję nal x° ( P taat 

CB06AIS BtpNOAłOy C6At8 

•ip'NOAtOy Bici 

fu matu oou 6ouXou iu Se 

•■ket I dxe eh enee- 

Tdx n cRc6hT» 

xtavT 0 t Ta npaę oureptav 

Hloy npoaĆNTd.cnÓBAlA 

npoBenTa.cn6sAi A 

aitTBurca, a£iuv 

ero to tbo 4 xoTiHle 

erb to tbo 4 xÓTtnTe 

crutóv Karta to oov OeAiyia 

nplAdHHKA 6AK>y SAdCTh 

npiAdHHBA 6AK>y EAd- 

tt|v niteutetoav outu 

npito (ThAphKdTH 

cTh npAso (rvApixdTH 

apXT)v oiKovo|dfiaat 

M HdCAlAHHK8 6/W8 

H NdCAtANHKB 6AUI 

nal |aetoxov yevearai 

buth u nEkato tbo- 

SUTH H mEnSto TM 

tik enoupavCou oou 

ero u^tbTa + 

UpfsTd 

pao i>je iaę 

BiSTA^'. lii KUl ecu 

B-h3rAS'. TM BUI 6CH 

"Enęóyuę yap et 

E\ NdBh M TĆBi 

Eh Ndah H TŚEi 

o 6eóę tbiuv koi aol 

CaAb A B-b3cńAdei«Ł- 

CA&Bft B83CHA4MO 

tT)v 6ó(;crv orvanć|inopev 

UJU8 H CNOy H 

Ujd8 + 

fu llartpl Kai tu Tlu Kai 

w Etm8 ax* fmi h 

H HOTÓAIh 8V3A*d6Th 

fu aylu Ihreupat i vuv 

fipNO H 8 Eku Bi- 

enHTpdXŃAh A6*4*h 

nal ael. 

KUM b + 

Md dNATAH?. 


H tA|CO nOKA&HMBCA. 

UINh IIOKAÓNHBCA 

nal * outu> npoaHUvet nal 

uSab? dp^Teped h 

uiAoyeTh ndTplApxd 

acmafe tai tov natpiapxr|v 

npMHACTHECA OXÓ~ 

M npHHACTHS’CA 

Kai xoivuveT kol urfo- 

AMTh 

OXÓAMTh : ~ 

*upeT 


32 Airanz, Couronnement royal. p. 107-109. 
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Ce mćlange des ćlćments de la premierę et de la troisieme taxeis est 
entierement conforme au caractere des axiai les plus elevees dans la 
hierarchie. II est evident que rćlement avec Vepitrachilion ne pourrait pas 
figurer quand on promeut un despote ou un cesar, mais il faut noter que 
c’est l’unique ecart dans le texte. 33 

Comme on a dćja dit, le texte essentiel de cette publication suit plus loin 
le Livre episcopal de prieres N° 954 de la Bibliotheque Nationale “Saints 
Cyrille et Methode” (SOF). Aussi, devrais-je signaler que les trois variantes 
SRB, SOL et MOS sont prćsentees ici telles qu’elles ont ete publiees — 
c’est-a-dire, il faut tenir compte du fait que le texte a ete, au moins 
partiellement, normalise par les editeurs. Je me sens oblige de souligner que 
la traduction proposee ci-dessous est conforme a la traduction du grec, faite 
par le pere M. Arranz. 


33 Syrknu, Kb ncropin ncnpaBJietDfi kmirb. p. 124. 
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(SYN 41 1 —41v, MOS 154 sq., SRB 179v-181r, SOL 64-65, 
SOF 150v-154v) 


TITULUS: 

( 150 v) 

RUBRICA PRIOR 


5 

(I 51 r) 


lo 


HHNb BhIB A6AUJ NA no 
CTABAGNl6 tjpfc (1) 

/ eadem lineai no uea£n6 
NTh (2) XÓTAH (3) Ch fTTOAth Hp<!C>TBOBA 
TH .Bli BliCĄ (4) Hp<C>KWA (5) pH3bl (6) 

KpÓAlŁ A'lAAHMA (7) H CT^AtH (8) O 
AIbaGTCA . (9) CHAHi 0y60 NA ANAHAtH<N> 

CH npl*<A>6 n0CTABA6NN0<At> . (10) H*6 CTOH<T> 
NA AAłBÓNfc (11) c£ro npt>K<A>e (12) CTOHTb( 13) 
OyBÓ nATpi Ap)(h ■ H npfc<A>CTOHT’ *e 
“H XÓTAH B^NHATHCA Upb . (14) Al AlĆUK N> 


ORATIO PRIMA: 


15 


20 

(151v) 


25 


Fa^TIi A‘f AKON’CTBA. (15) np^BOC^S 

n’nhkb nptiKAANfceTii r a a ba . 

ŹHAHTCA CHU 6 , ( 16 ) 


eadem linea: Matba (17) 
rH B6 NAUlb. UpB Hp<C>TB8 
AIJU H<A\> . ( 18) H fb fn<C>TB8* 

IJlTH<A\> (19) HAG CAAłOyŃAA np<0>PKA (20) 

H3BPABh -H (21) pABA CBOGTO (22) AB<A> A 
H nOAłA3ABb 6T0 Upfc (23) NA<A> AlÓ 
ATH CSOH<X> T Ba-Ł- (24) TU MN* (25) 

OyCAUUlH MANNIC NAIłlS (26) N6A0<C>0HNU<X> 

H npH3pH (27) CD CTro AHAHIJIA TBOGT& (28) 

H Blp’NAAro (29) pABA CBOGTÓ (30) U>n’CHU8, (31) 

hR (32). erÓJKe (ŚArOH3B&AH (33) BliCTA 

BHTH Ępt (34)NA<A> AK>A ' AtH TBOHAtH 

CTUHAtH . (35) HX*G CTAAA (36) T KC>TNOA (37) 

CH KP^BYa (38) GAŃNOPUKA>NAATO TBOG<r> 

CNA (39) . nOAtA3ATH Cno<A>ŚH AtACAOAth 

piAOCTH (40). WBAluH (41) GT& (42) CHAOK (43) 

ChBÓUJG (44). nOCTABf) (45) NA TAABt GTO (46) 
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30 B^NeUb (47) W K^eNe HCOTNAATO - (48) AA08<H> 

e/woy (49) npoAAi*eNle anh - (so) AA*<A>b (5i) 

BTł AĆCHHU* (52) ero (53) CK'yn’TpO (54) crKOŚNTA. 
nocAAfc eró (55) na nptiCTÓAt (56) npABAbi. 
h wrpAAbi (57) eró (58) chao* (59) cfro TBoeró 
35 axa'. (60) oyKptnH /huujus (6i) eAtoy. 

(152r) nOKÓpbl SMOy (62) BTłCÓ BAp ’ BAp ’ CKhlA 

A3blKU . (63) B^bctH (64) B^h C^UH (65) eró (66) 

(eadem linea) CTpA<x> 

TBOH . H KTł C’brpiuiA«l|lVH<M> (67) npO 
IBŚNie (68) ChBAlÓAbl eró (69) BTł NenOpÓH 
40 Htw (70) Btpfc. IIOKAKH 6TÓ TBplAA 

XpANHT6At (71) CTfcH TB0<6>H ChBWp’ 

NtH HpKBbl (72) npABHAO . (73) IBKO AA 
C*a5 (74) /UÓA6Atb TBOH<A\> BT! npAB<A>* -(75) 

H ^NHI)lTH<Ał> TBOH<A\> ' BTł C*<A>, (76) cnCŚTb (77) CNy 
45 oy-Eory . (78) AOCObINb (79) BblTH (80) Ń(81) 

(eadem linea) ne<c>noak8> 

TH UpcOTBilO (82)B'b3rAAUJb (83) 

IBKO TBOA 6<C> (84) AP^KABA (85) H TBOÓ 6<C> (86) 

(eadem linea) up<c> 

TBO H cflAA H CAABA (87) UiUa (88) H CNA H StTO 
axa.(89) JTnŁ h np<c>No h sił BtKy b1kukm> .—*(90) 


RU8RICA MEDIA: 
50 

(152v ) 


no (91) AA^N* EMblAtAeTb . (92) Ai'AAH/VK8> (93) 
h CAnory (94) riATpiApub .m aabtb h<x> ( 95 ) eh 
CT lA p8 (96). 

Nota de incoronatione filii, filiae vel uxoris: 

eadem linea: Al0e ah (97) hótIh b^n 1 Hath<c> (98) 
CMb CpeBb. HAH A^bUlH .(99) HAH XŚNA. (100) 

Ne AA6Tb AIAAHAI8 , NH CAllOTy 
55 BHCTI Ap8.(10l) N* IJpKBbl (sic) (102) npiAA6Tb 

* ,(103) IlATpfApUb . 3NAAteNABb .Uph<*> (104) 

BT^AATA€Tb (105) BtNHABA*«IOAK8>CA .(106) 

Dialogus: 


H F7\A|)I8 riATpI A p X 8 .(107) At&pb Bcl<At>. 
Al AKONb . TA4BH nAuIG fBy npt ~ (108) 
cljiś^NHKb AtAHTCA CHlie, (109) 
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ORATIO CAPITIS INCLINATIONIS: 

eadem linea:AKA> - (110) 

TŚBt eAHNoro Ept ( 111 ). st 

KUKM> . (112) HX£ 3ŚMAhNOH (113) EfKOTBO 
od TŚBb npleM/\eTB .(114) npb 
KAÓNTBb (115) EhlX (116) Cb NAAH. H 
65 AłAH TH CA (117) BA<A>KO (118) Bbct< \>, CMpANH 

(153r) eró (119) nÓ<A> KpÓBOAb TBOH</W> - (120) OyTBpb' 

AU (121)erÓ Ep< C>TK T 6- (122)oyrÓ<A>NAA(123) T6Bt 
TBÓpHTH (124) BbC6r<A>& TÓro CnO<A>ĆH . (125) 
BbcTAH Bb AUJH (126) 6TÓ flpABA* -(127) H 
70 ANUłCTBO (128) AHPA. BKO AA Bb oy 

THUIH 6TÓ (129) THXO -H B63Aa£EN 0 
AŃTle (130) nOXHB64tb . (131) Bb BC6 kUK/H> 
IłArOHbCTH H HHCTOTt (132) : ~ Bb3rA<UI> (133) 

TU BÓ (134) 6CH (135) Epb A\Hp8 H TŚBt CAA ~ (136) 
RU8RICA POSTERIOR: 

75 H Bb3ŃA\A€Tb (137) (D ANTHAUNbCli (138) 

CTŚ/BOy (139) flATplApIb . H AP&KNO 
Cb WBfcAtA piKA/MA E^NHABACTb 

eró Taa . (140) Bb ha\a (141) wEa (142) h cna h 
ET rO AIA . (143) H CTA oyfió BUBAKTb , (144) 

80 6TAA (145) UPE B^NHABA6TCA .(146)/ 

Nota de filio, filia vel uxore: 

/eadem linea: er<A>A (147) xe 
(153v) AH CNb (148) MAH Ail)IH .(149) CTŚAtoy (150) N6 Bb 

3AA T A6Tb (151) nATptApIb .N* (152) AA€Tb (153) 

* (154) Epio .(155) H WNb B^NHABASTb Hlb -(156) 

Ai*ie a& e<c> xśna )(ótah b^nhaThcC> . ( 157) 

85 BtNNABA6TCA. NA ABrOyCTAAlH 

N ANT1AHN’CH .(158)/ 

Iterum de rege: 

/eadem lineaiAiye ah E<C> Ał*xb. (159) 
BtNHABAeTCA (160) NA AAtBÓNt B6AH 
KUA (161) EpKB6. H npHHA4IA6TCA (162) 
nplBoEijieNN8 . (163) h noKAiNteTCA (164) 

CKyn’Tpo<M> , (165) f<lll> '. (166) llOTÓAłb FżJŚTb (167) 
nATplipUb (168) CAABA Bb EUWNhK X> (169) 
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Eoy H NA 36/WAH AłHpb ,(170) BTs HAUfc<x> 
IłAroBÓAGNle. (171) r<‘qi>. (172) uurAauiaeTb 
K^HANaro. (173) 

Nota pro reginis: 


95 
(154r) 


100 


105 


110 
(154v) 


Itorum de 


/eadem linea: o (174) Hpuax*e np-MloCTa 
baAgtca (175) taaio Na Tpanesfc ctś 
MA (176) CTO*ldOy (177) UpKBbl (178) M naTplap 
X8 . BTłBÓAHTCA H Cpua (179) (D npfcno 
Ta-(180) npt<A>CTO*i)iH *e Ta-(181) naTpiapx8. (182 
noKpisena (183) AtA$ópuuuMb .(184) h aia 
K 0N8 TAAqi8 (185) ATAKON^TBA- r/\A (186) 
naTpl'4pXb. AłATBM AKe H Na< A> Upfc^lB?) 
np^TBap^e (188) tIhiio (189) Fan Na *6N8 .(190) 
er<A>a (DBtAATb k , (191) N CDKpUBAAT’ 

Ata^opb . ( 192 ) npocTŃpa*Tb ero , (193) bko 
N6 BHA^THCA GH . (194) H TAKO npNBÓ 
AHTb * (195) K^h naTp I apx8. (196) H BT»3Ń 
AtaeTb (197) naTpiapub. (198) od Tpane 3 bi 
CT&BOy. (199) H Aae * UpK>, (200) H TTj bInHA 
Bae X . (201) Al AK0N8 F7\AI|I8 . (202) P A ABbl 
Bame . (203) n Faa naTp'fapxb , ( 204 ) h e 
TÓ pXA. AÓATB* (205) OyHHTb k . (206) H Ta 
ko ujcTaBA^eTb k naTpiapxb . (207) cl 
AAMJlfl (208) Ch UpGAtb nOKAANfceTCA 
N (209) CbBÓpb no 3AK0N8 .(210)/ 

rege: 


, > /eadem linea: hxg bInha 

BaeTCA (211) na a/MBÓNfe bcankna ( 212 ) 

UpKBe (213) MCXÓAHTb NÓCA CTŚ/B8 (214) 
DESIGNATIO CAESARIS ET DESPOTI 
( SYN 41v-42r, SRB 181r-lBlv, SOL 65-66, SOF 154v-155v) 
TITULUS: 

Sóatba Na nocT4BA6Nie KŚcapa 
H AŚCnoTa N HNhl/Bb BAACTG<M> . (215) 

ORATIO UNICA: 

R*e B6 AHKUN (216) H BtHHblH 

120 Up b (217) Hp<c>TBOy*l)l'/ H<At> .(218) H Fb (219) 

r<c>nocTBoy*uil'H<Ai> .( 220 ) xAeu 



125 
(155r) 


130 


135 


140 
(155v) 


145 

TITULUS: 

150 

RU8RICA 
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NA N6< C> NblH - H BUK C> TB’ 

NyH<X> 0yKpA1116NyM<X> (221) 36 
acabnato cero xht6 
A 1 CTB A CVTBÓpHBy . (222) nOAÓKH 

syn (223) Bił NŃ<X> (224) NAHAAA (225) H BAACTH. no 
nó<A>BNo(226) AFr/\’CKyM<x> tboh<x> chab(227) HpM228) 
3ĆA*ABNArO (229) nOCTABHBB .(230) H H*6 
Clł NHACB (231) BTÓpH<X> NAHAA 1 (232) C<lł>TBÓpHBB (233) 
Apoyrii Apoyra iiohńtath . h bo 

ATMCA .(234) H UJB ’ MIHAUK6 NAHAAUKAC> 
npt<A>CTAT6At, H piuiHT6At KÓ 

Neuii. (235) TBI BA<A>K0(236) BTłCl<X> pABd(237) CB06rÓ(238) 
ujn’chu8, (239) hak p> . erójtte cd BiłCixB 
H3fipABB H BArOH3BÓAHBh CŚAC8 

u)BAii)iecA ao<c>hna . (24o) ujbaIuh (24i) ero 

ClłByilie CHAO* TBplAO* . (242) cił 

XpANH (243) ero nO<A> KpÓBO<AC> KpHAOy TB06I0. 

N63A30p ’ NO H NeHAnicTNO NAH)> 

AO TÓTO ClłBAlÓAH- (244) AtŃp’NO H N6 

6AA3HBNO JttHTT e 6AC0y Adp8H -(245) Cli 

TBÓpN eró BpANe/Hlł CTpAUJNA H N6 

nOB^AHAłA .(246) EAr0pA30yAtNA pA 

boa»b(247) h 'Takoaióbna. (248) cno<A>BH eró (249) 

H fiBCONOAtoy TH Hp<C>TBll0(250): - BTł3rW' (251) 

BKO AA W BlłCi<X> npOCAABAlATB (252) 
nptCTOfe HACA TBOfe (253) wda H CNA H 
5fro AXA . NN* (254) H np<C>NO H Bił Bfc (255) ~ 

PROMOTIO ARCHONTUM 

( SRB 181v-182r, SOF 155v-157r) 


AłATBy Bił CBEÓpt KNA<S> 
XÓTA*H<X> BAACTH- nplATH B6 
Atoicy* CD Lipfc . (256)/ 


PRIOR: 


/eadem linea: CHLC6 BysA6T’ , 
HAH NA ANATACHN’CH (257) BeAHKNA 
HpKB6. (258) HAN npfc<A> AACBÓNUIACB - (259) 
h nocTiBAeNNt (260) TpAneafc h 3 A 
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(156r) 155 gtcoy H npt*<A>e WCiji6MH8 . H (261) Al"4 
KONb FAŚTb (262) ATAKOM'CTBA- 
np^BoeSeH 1 NHKb AtAHTCA (263) CHU6 (264) 


ORATIO PRIMA 


160 


165 


(156v) 170 


175 


Dialogus; 


Fh B6 NAUJb . H*6 BBCfiKOAK 8 > 

NAHAAOy (265) H ChA* BAACTb H 

A*IH (266) NA NECH H NA 36/HAH . H*e 

HX6 (sic) H (267) pABA CB0erÓ(268) BAT0H3BÓ 

ah naTpIKTŃciyfcH (269) ap^ka 

Bt NAhAaO. (270) AApOyfł 6M0y Bbct (271) 

nutce kTs cnceNiK) npouieNT a . cno<A> 

BH(272) eró C*ANTH(273) CXt|lV H<At>(274) nOA NHAC’(275) 
B-h npABOCTH M EAT<A>TH . M KB BATO 
oyrÓAiio TBoeAtoy BbiTH, bbc! 

AtH (AJK6 TBÓpHTB. H BBC(>KO* (276) 
aIaANTS MACOTHNA .(277) OyBÓrNH<Ał> 
h NŃqiiH<At> nOKA3oy*qib .(278) h cb no 
CAtAOy*l)lTH<X> (279) 6A(0y „ BB ACĆipB 
H nOCAOyiUANTH<H> (280) HÓAHTH N3 b6ah. 

HCnAiNtH (281) BBC6TAA nAÓ<A> 3ŚAtAb 
NIH<X>, (282) NA WBPIATe EBctKb AtÓAl H (283): ~ 
BB3F7\i<W> (AKO TBOfe 6<'c> (284) UpCOTBO H 
CŃAA H CAABA U)Ca H CHA .(285)/ 


/sadem linea: aTakonb( 286) 
r a a Bbi EAwe Fen nptKAÓNHTe (287).. 
npiBOCljlŚN’HHKb fiĆATCA (288)~ 

ORATIO CAPITIS INCLINATIONlS: 

Fit Ee NAWb. HX6 BBCŚ<T> 

180 CB3AANIA TBÓpeUb-(289) 

OyCAblUIH AłAeNTA (290) HAWA. 

H AAp8H Btp’NO/MOy (291) BBCt (292) B<X> 
kb cncemio npowŚNiA . cnó<A> 
baB<*> (293) eró bb tboó xótBnT 6, npB 
(157r) 185 AANH*A (294) 6M0y BAACTb FlpABO CB 
ApiKATH. H NACAtANHK8 

BUTM . H EE<C>NA<A>ro (295) TH Cp< C>TBlA:~ 
BB3 FaA<W>. Tbl BW (296) 6CH Eb NAWb, 
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H TŚ6fc CAA8* (297) Bli3CŃAAAlO (298) U>U8 (299)~ 
RUBRICA POSTERIORI 

190 H (300) nOTOAlh , Bl^tiMAeTh 6nŃ 

TPAXŃAh AŚ*GI|lb . NA ANAlAlŃ<N> 

CH . H AA8AGTb 6r6 AIAK0N8, 

h noAłraeTb er& na n atp ik Y a . (301) 

WNh (302) nOKAÓNHBCA (303) UfcAOyGTh (304) 

195 nATpY APXA . H npHHACTHB'CA (305) 

CDXÓAHTb: ~ 

(1) MATSA Bli npOBli36B A6NH6 Lipfc MOS /WlAHTBA NA nOCTABAGNlG 
UAPA SRB (2)no 6)K6 OAtATHCA MOS, W6AhHeNlH SRB (3) 

XOTAl|OAtOy MOS, XOTG SRB(4) BCt (Bli omittens) MOS, BĆ6 SRB 
(5) Hp<C>hCKAA MOS, UpbCKblG SR8(6) OA^ANlA MOS (7) OnpOMG 
Up<C>KWB I/lANlAbl 16*6 tIp<C>KKAB 0A6*AA MOSaYaAHMH (8) CTGAlhl 
6*6 GCTli Up<C>KhlH BlNGUli H $HBAbl MOS, CTfcAlH SRB(9) OAtBAGTCA 
carat MOS, WAfcBAeTCG SRB (lO) G*G GCTli TA A BID NA 

ANTYmY NhCl H npGAbAO*GNA BbIBAIOTh MOS, nOCTABAENNOMb SR8 (11) 
H.C.N.A. carat MOS (12) npGAli NHArh MOS (13) CTOfTli MOS 
(14) XOTAH BfcNHANli BhITH NA UphCTBO (H om . ) MOS, XOTGH 
BtNHATNCG ĘpXb SRB(15) H ApXHAl AKOy PGKIłlOy MAAAA AY AKUJNhCTBA 
g*g 6CTh: IlAKhi n nAKbiM mi poArk roy noAwY. 3ACToynH h cricH: 
flpccfoyio HTOyiO MOS, . . .FAIGTh- . -SRB (16) H TOMOy npGKAONhlUOy 
r AABOy H A B Y 6 nATpi'ApXli MOAHTCAlMOS, . . . nptiKAANl A 6T& r AAB8 
SRB (17) Al. om. MOS, jWuItba SRB (18) ĘpiO IipbCTBOyiOI|IWAlli 
MOS, Ępb Hp<C>TBOyiÓlJlHAlb SRB (19) N rU rOCnOAbCTBOyiOldHAlli 
MOS, H Fh rOCnOACTBSlÓlJlHAlb SRB (20) CAAtOyHAOAfb npopoKOAiii 
MOS (21) H om. MOS (22) CBOIGro MOS (23) TOTO Bil Upt. 

MOS (24) NA Ali AlOAhMH CBOHAIH HA* MOS, lHCpAB SRB (25) H TTYfo 
MOS, TYnb SRB (26) SATBOy NAIłlOy MOS, MAI6N 16 SRB (27) 

8H*Ab MOS (28) TBOierO MOS (29) B^PNATO MOS et SRB (30) 
TH pAEA MOS (31) w. om. MOS (32) HAIA pGKb MOS, lAipe SRB. 
ab hoc initium est orationis in SOL. (33) ie*e S/iroBOAHAii 

I6CH MOS (34) Bli3ABMrH0yTN Upt MOS,...HpA SRB, .-.UApfc SOL 

(35) Bil 183hiTBOEAHi CfoAHi MOS , . . ■ £t Y HAIM SRB , . . . 5fAIH SOL 

(36) ero *6 CTA*AATi I6CH MOS,...CTG*A SRB (37) MGCTNOIO MOS, 
'KOTNOlO SRB (38) KPOBHIO (CH om.) MOS, KpbBIlO SRB (39) 
6AHNOpOANAro Fna (TBOGrO om.) MOS (40) GAGOAVh STi3P AAOB A N Y A 
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MOS, /»4CAUKA1>...S0L (41) 0A*H MOS, OBAtUH SOL (42) Toro 

MOS... (43) CHAOIO MOS ot SRB (44) CBkllłie MOS (45) nOAOKH 
MOS. (46) ero MOS (47) BtNUh SRB (48) H6CTNA MOS, 

q<C>THftrO SRB ot SOL (49) TOAtoy MOS (50) AOATOTOy ANei' 
MOS, AAhTOT* ANIH SOL (51) AAH *6 MOS (52) AGCNHITŁ MOS, 
A6CNHU8 SRB (53) ero MOS. 6At8, 6At0y SRB ot SOL (54) 
CKkineTptł MOS (55) TOTO MOS (56) npeCTOAt MOS (57) 
OrpAAH MOS et SOL, wrpAAH SRB (58) TOTO MOS (59) 

BC60p0y*TiCTB040i MOS, CHAOIO SRB (60) TH AXA MOS (61) 

OyTBGPAH TOTO AUUlUOy MOS, .. .auiiiuk SOL (62) HOKOPH eAłoy 

MOS, nOKOpH. . .SRB et SOL (63) BCtw B ApB ApbCKkltt tt3blKbl MOS, 

B’c£ BńpBńp' CKbl63blKbl SRB, BliCA BAPBApCKblA A3blKbl SOI-(64) 

BCfcH MOS...(65) CPAU6.SRB ot SOL (66) ero MOS (67) H 6*6 
K nOCAOylllNy/Wh MOS, CbrptUIAK>l|lHAIb SRB, CbrptlłiaXI|lH<4t> SOL 
(68) MHA0CTHBN06 MOS... (69) C6AK>AHTOro MOS, Cb6AK>AH CTÓ SRB 
Ot SOL (70) N6nopu>H’NtH SRB (71)T0T0 OnACNA XpANHT6/\t 

MOS, ... XPANHT6AIA SRB (72) CTbllA TBOett CEOpNbllA HpKB6 MOS, 
EtIh TB06H H ChBwp 1 NtH LJpKBH SRB, H npABHT6Afc CTtH TB06H 

ChBUJpNtH UpKBH SOI_-(73) B6AtN'fB)Ch MOS, npABHAb 

SRB,"npAB HAO" om.SOL (74) AA COyA* (lAKO om.) MOS, COyAHTb 
SRB (75) AIOAH TBOB npABAOK) MOS, . . . I1pABA8 SRB (76) H 

NHIJIHHX'b TB0HX'b COyAOAfb MOS,...COyAB SRB... (77) H CflCeTh SRB 
ot SOL (78) oyBOrklHU SRB, oyBWPyS SOL (79) H NAC/rkANHKb 
MOS, H A0< C> HNh SRB ot SOL (80) EOyAGTbMOS, S*AG<T> SOL 
(81) T MOS, " H" om. SRB ot SOL (82) fiBCONATO Tl Hp<C>B IA 
MOS (B3) B 3 r/\Alłl 6 <H> MOS (84) "6<C>" om. MOS ot SOL 

(85) A6P*ABA MOS (86) TBOe ecTb MOS,. fe<C> SRB (87) "H 
CHAA H CAABA”om. SOL (88) 5 ua MOS (89) ab hoc ad finem 

lineae 57 in SOL carot (90) Rn* h npTcN: MOS, nnia h npH 

SRB (91) H no MOS (92) B3HAtAeTh MOS (93) XAANHAOy MOS 
(94) "h CAnoru" in mos caret (95) noAAeTb Toyio MOS (96) 
B6CTHT0P0/Wb TAK0*A6 H $1B AOy MOS (97) AIJI6 AH eCTb MOS ot SRB 
(98) BtNtyABAe/HhlH (XOTtH om.) M0S(99) AHH MOS (lOO) *6NA 
ero MOS (lOl) N6 BBCTHTOpOAfb ( N. A- A-N. C. B. om.) MOS, 

B HCT V Ap6Bbl SRB (102) NO HpBH MOS, Nb UApeBH (rocte)SRB 
(103) TA A nOAAeT ’ MOS,...TA SRB (104) Th *6 MOS (105) 
BbSAATAerb TAA MOS. EMA AT A6Tb TA SRB (106) BtNHABAey«0At0y 
MOS, BtNHABAIOIJlOAtOyce SRB (107) H fA»l|IOy nATplApxoy MOS, H 
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r/\aro/\K>iji8 naTpiapuS SRB, om. sol ( 108 ) ai'4kukn> . Toy 
no/iwHAtCA: (r. n. r. n.caret) MOS, ... r/\agn bahig. . .srb , 

_r/\4BH KAWA. . .SOL (109) nATpi'ApXli /KOAHTkCA CHL1E: MOS, 

5gj6NNHKh AIOAHTCE CHI1G SRB, ApXi'epEH nAKkl FaE AKA> CTa~ SOL 
(110) M<A> om. MOS, SRB et SOL (111) EAHNOMOy tjpiO MOS, 

_UApń SRB (112) BtKO/Mt MOS (113) 36MN0E MOS, 3EMABNo£ 

SRB, 3 EMN 0 E SOL (114) TOBOK) BtBtpENblH MOS, CD TEBE np_SOL 

(115) nOKAONH MOS, nptKAONH SRB et SOL (116) BbllO MOS et 
SRB (117) AtOAHAfhTHCA MOS, MaŃ/MTHCG SRB (11B) BA<A> KUJ SOL 
(119) CKPANH TOTO MOS... (120) K pOBUMtk (TBOH<Al> om.) SRB 
(121) oyA6p*ABH MOS, OyTBpkAH SRB et SOL (122) TOTO 

tjp<C>TBO MOS, Hp<C>TBO GT& SOL (123) EATOOyrOANAA MOS, 

OyrÓANA soi_.(124) TH TBOpHTH MOS, TBOpHTH TGEt SRB (125) 

cno<A>BH er& SOL (126) Bli ANGXt recte MOS: in orat. 

graec.:"ev Tale; T)piepaię" (127) ero npńBAOy MOS,...npABAS 
SOL (128) AtNWJKTiCTBOAlli MOS, AINÓJKliCTBO SRB et SOL (129) AA 
B THXOCTH ero (BKO orn.) MOS, . . . THUJHNt. . .SRB (130) 

EE3AI0ABNO )KTTI£ MOS (131) H /Hhl nO)KHBE< M> SOL (132) Bti 
BCtKO/Mt IłATOHECTT H H HHCTOTt MOS, B ti BcAkOAMi IłArOHliCTbJ H 
HHCTOTt SRB, Bli B ’ CtKUK Al> BArOHhCTlH H HHCTUJTt SOL (133) 
BTi3r Ańlliee: MOS (134) BU) MOS et SOL (135) eCH MOS... (136) 
Upb. /MHpOB H H CnCli AWAAtli NAWHAVk H TGEt CAABOy Bt3CblA AlEAlli OllOy 
H CNOy H CTOAtOy AXOy Rn MOS, ...CAABOy KB3CHAA/M0 SRB, 
CAA<B> BTi3CHAAe<AO. UlH8 H CNOy H CTM8 AXOy SOL (137) T no 
AAIHNt - npHeAIA6Tli MOS, Bt3HAtA6Tk SRB et SOL (138) 

ANT1 /MHNC1 A MOS, ANAHAIHNCA SRB, ANTMMHC6A SOL (139) 

Hp<C>KUH BtNEUli MOS (140) H A6p*A TOTO O Et/MA pOyKAAtA 

Bli3/lArAeTli NA TAABOy tjpeBOy T AA MOS, CTŚ/M8 nATp'lAPXk: H 
APBJKG 10 Ch CÓBtAtA pŚKAAtA BtNHABAe 6T& FaC SRB, CTGAW U) Et/MA 
PJRKAMA APX V €p€H BtNHABAe 6T& Faa SOL (141) HM6 SRB, HMt 
SOL (142) oua MOS (143) ab hoc usque ad finem SOL (f. 
65): H no npH<H>^IGNN CTŃ<X> TAHNTi nOKAANtGTCA CKynTpuKA\>, 
I! , 'APX'|6PGHH *6 Fa£T’ CAABA Bt KblUINT H< X> Eoy H NA 36MAH AtHph 
Bli t TAUt<X> UaTOBOAŚN) 6 F<qi>. H Ti KO OrAACHBIiie KtHHiNNATO H 
noxBiAHBiue h pĆKwe Mnwta AtTA tjpio T/S<p>. h cdxoah<t> nóca 
Ct 4«* NA TAABt CBOŚH (144) BŃBAlÓTk MOS et SRB (145) 
BNGTAA MOS (146) BtNHABAeTCA MOS, BtNHABA6TC6 SRB (147) 
BNGTAA MOS (148) eCTt CNTi UpeBTi MOS (149) A^H M0S 
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( 150 ) BfcNeuii mos (151) BTi 3 /\araierh nos (152) no mos, Nh 
SRB (153) nOAAierh MOS. pilOTK (sic) SRB (154) Toro MOS, 10 
SRB (155) iop6BH MOS, IUAP8 SRB (156) H Tli BtNHABAieTh TfcJCB 

MOS (157) H AIJIE oy BO )K€NhCKhlH nOAli IBCTli BtNIJlABAieAlAA MOS, H 

Atyg |g<C> *£nA XÓT6 H BtNHATHCE SRB (15B) BtNHABAIEAtA ECTh NE 
NA A/HBONt, NO Oy ABroyCTAAlA oy A NT 1 AU NC1 A MOS, BfcNHABAŚTCE 

NA ABroyCTAAlH H ANAHAIHNCH SRB (159) -*6 AtOyjKecKTi nOAli 

("eto" om.) MOS, AIJIE H<C> A18JKB SRB (160) Th 

("BtHHABAETCA" om.) MOS, BtHHABAETCE SRB (161) BEAHKkllA 

MOS, BEAHKNE SRB (162) npHHAIJlAieThCA MOS, fipHHEIJlAETCE SRB 
(163) npe>K<A>6CW£NNklAtH MOS, nph BOCip6NNHK8 (sic) SRB (recte 
leg. npe)KA6 ocBAijiENNhiKti = łtal M 0 Lvuvet łipoTjy iaoneva) (164) 
I flOKAANtlOTCA MOS, nOKAANBETCE SRB (165) H CKHnETpbl MOS, 
CKyriTpuMth (166) TpETHLlEK) MOS, TpHIJIM SRB (167) FaiOIJIE MOS, 
rAI6Th SRB (168) " nATpT Ap^b” caret MOS (169) BhlUINHX'B MOS 

(170) AtTpii MOS (171) EAroBliA6N f 6 MOS, EArOBÓAieNlE SRB 

(172) "mji:*" caret MOS (173) u Bii3nponoBfcAAioijiHAVh h 

BfcNHABAIBAIArO MOS, “LUTA AUJAETh BfcNHAHAro" caret SRB (174) U> 
SRB (175) npeAli flOCTABAtlBTCA MOS, nptA nOCTAB AIA6TC6 SRB 
(176) BtNELtfi Hp<C>Khl ("ha T. C. om.) MOS (177) H CTOIOIJIIO 
MOS, H CT0ŚIJI8 SRB (178) [IpBH MOS, UApsB H SRB (recte) 

(179) npHBOAHAtA BkIBAlETti [JpuA MOS (180) npenOCHTW ("ffi" ODI.) 
MOS, nptNOCHAtA SRB (181) H noCTAB AtilOTk I6B npEATi MOS, 

nptACT061|lH ("*6" om.) SRB (182) nATplAPXO/Wh MOS (183) 
npeKpWTOy MOS (184) np 6 Kp 0 B 0 AVh MOS, AtAłUipI UlAłB SRB (185) 
h pe^epeNAApIoy r/\ioi|ioy: nAKU h iiakn AtHpo/wh roy £amakc> mos, 
A1AKWN8 Fak>I)I 8 SRB (186) “ A- r.” caret MOS, Fakt SRB 

(187) ATOAHTBCA flATpl’ ńp^Ti /KOA1TBOIO. K»K6 TBOptTb O Upe^ti MOS, 

-AK)AMTB8 K»K£ H NAA UApA SRB (188) npEAtfcNAHl MOS, 

nptTBAPAE SRB (189) TOHIIO MOS (190) O JKEKt MOS (191) 

TAJKE npECTABAtlOTh TOy» MOS, ffiBEASTh K> SRB (192) 

OyCKpklBAIOrB npEKpOBti MOS, UJTKpHB AIOT AtA^Uiph SRB (193) ab 
hoc initium est orationis in SYN, h pASinpocTHpAioTTi Toro MOS 
(194) . . . NEBHANAtA E<C> SYN, EJKE NE 3PtTHCA T0H MOS, NE 

BHAtTHCE EH SRB (195) H T^KO riAKkl npHBEA*Tb * 

SYN, . . . npHBOAHTB TOy MOS, . . . np(lBÓA6Th K> SRB (196) 

Apx(En<C>Knoy SYN, nATp(Apxoy MOS (197) B-B36AtB SYN, nplE/Wh 
MOS (198) Apx'lSTi<C>KnB SYN (199) EtNELlB (D TpAnE3bJ SYN, 
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-Hp<C>KblH BbN6Ub MOS, (D TPAn63bl CT6/B8 SRB (200) 

JjA<C>BHBb nOAACTb UpBH SYN, nOAAlGTb UPGBH MOS, H AAGTb K> 
Uńp8 SRB (201) ON*C Bb3GAth BfcHHAGTb * SYN, Tb*G Eb3AArAIGTb 
NA TAABOy KB . nATpt ApXOy 3NAAtGNAK>lpO POyKOlO MOS, H Tb 

BbNHABAGTb K) SRB (202) H Al AKONOy PGKBoy MOS, ab hoc usque 
ad finem orationis in Synodici differentia magna ast in 
narratione. SYN (f.41, lin. 5): u pGHG<T>// aiakukn>, rA aB bi 
NA UJ A FBH npb//KAONHAtb . Ap X T £n< C> Knb AtÓAHTCA CHU<6 >.// Ta 
6AHH0Ał0y UPIO BtKUVWb // 3GMAhN0G UpCTBO CD TGB6 npHG//AtBH . 
flOKAONHAA G< C> BhlX CBOX// Cb NAAłH . H AtÓAHAtCA TGBb BA< A> KO 
// BbCtXb CbXPANl X nOA’ KpOBO/Wb // TBOHAtb. H OyKpbtlH 

Hp<C>TBO GX .// H CnOAOBH X BbCGTAA OyrÓANAA // TGBb TBÓpHTH 
. BbCfĆH Bb ANGG<X>// GX npABA* -H /KNO*bCTBO AłŃ//pA . AA Bb 
THBHNb GH THXO H BG//3AWbBN0 *HT f G IIOJKhBGAtb .// Bb BbclllhAtb 
EArOBbpH H HH//CTOTb : ~ 8b3rAA<lłl>.// Tbl BO GCH Hpb AtHpOy H 

5ncb AUlAAt 1 // NAUJHHAtb . H TGBt CAABX Bb3C H//A AGAtb . otloy H 

(ŚNOy H CTAtOy AXOy ~ // H noTOAtb NAKA*6Tb X flO AG3 Nbl HAtb - // H 
TAKO OyBO APKlGfKOKIIb CDXÓAHTb .// ONA *6 CAAGTb Cb tjpGAtb - H 
nOKAA//NtxTCA GH BbCH EOAbpG nO OBbIH A8: - (203) TAABbl BAIłlA 

npGKAONHTG MOS, TAABH BABG FBH npfcKAONHAtb SRB (204) TAGTb 
(" nATpTAPKb" om.) MOS, FAIGAth.... SRB (205) BTOpoyiO MAHTBOy 
MOS et SRB (206) TA)KG flOOyH AlGTb T0K> n0AG3NAA MOS, 8HHTb K> 
SRB (207) H TAKO nATp'l'ApXb OyBO (D^OAlTb MOS, . . . WCTABAB^Tb 
10. ..SRB (208) CIA *6 CtAAlGTb MOS, H CbA^B 1 W (leg. CtAABbl 
GH) SRB (209) H nOKAANbIGAtA BblBAIGTb MOS, nOKAiNBŚTCG GH SRB 
(210) C HT T AHTOAtb no OBbIH AK) MOS (211) BbNHANblH *6 MOS, H 
6*6 BbNHAGTbCG SRB (212) B6AHK0B MOS, BGAHKbIG SRB (213) 
UPKBH MOS (214) Cb^OAHTh BbNGUb NOCĄ MOS, HC^ÓAHTb NÓC6 
CTŚAI8 SRB (215) jVATBA NA nOCTABA6NT6 K^CAPA . C6 *6 H NA 
nOCTABA6N16 XPANHT6Ab nOAATb . 6*6 FaGTCA KyponOAATHCb SYN, 

MOAHTBA NA nOCTABAIGH? 6 . KIGCApA H ASCnOTA . H HNblHAt 
BAACTGAGAth SRB, W<A> NA nOCTABAŚNl'6 KŚCAPA H A^CflOTA H 
BAACTGAHNA BbCbKOrO . HAH B6AHKA HAH AłiAA SOL; hOC ot in SRB 
rubrica prior caret. In SYN (f. 41v, lin. 30-32): 

ApXHATilCWNxe P6HG<T> CG. Foy IlOAłOAHAtCA APXriTt<C>nb AtOAH<T>CA 

CHue; SOL (f. 65): npHBÓAHTCA npb<A> ApxVepeoAt’ H npfcKAÓNBoy 
6A(Oy r A A BX APXT 6PGH *6 Bb3AÓ*b P*KX NA TAABX 6Ał8 npOHńTAGTb 
6A18 AKA> CIA (216) BGAHKbl SYN (217) UpiO SYN (218) 
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U4 pCTBOyiO*TH*h SRB (219) TTl SYN (220) rOCI10<A> CTB8«»H*h 
SYN, rOCnOACTBOUHOUlHAtb SRB (221) HĄ6 no U>BPA30y NB< C> NATO H 
B)K< C>TB NATO 0yKpAIU6NlA SYN, . - . OyKpAUleNT HXb SRB ot SOL 

(222) H 36/KA1N06 C6 AHTH6 ClTBOPHBb SYN, 36MA1NAATO.. .SRB, 

(223) H nOAOANBb SYN (224) BI N£Mb SYN (225) NAH6AA SRB 
(226) no noAOBloy syn, no noABiio SRB, no noAOBiio sol (227) 
ArTGAbCKblXb CHAb ( TBOHXh Olt. ) SRB, ArrACKUXb TEOHXb CHAb 

SOL (228) H*6 Hpt SYN, UApA SRB (229) 3SAtNńrO SOL (230) 
nOCTABHAb ecu SOL (231) no NGAłb SYN (232) BTOPAA NAHAAA 
SYN, BTÓpi'HXb NAH^Ab SRB (233) OyTBplAHBl SYN, (234) 

HNtAłb OyEO NA nOAtOIJIb H NA 3<A>P*B16 B A AAAI|IH/YUK£ NA WBIJiee 
3ACT*nA6Ni6 H NA nÓAS* ClBpillieN* SYN, AP8Tb AP8TA OyBO 
nOHŃTATH H E0ATHC6 SRB APOyTh ApOyTA OyBO noHHTATH H 
60ATHCA SOL (235) Om. SYN, tUEtyll HAth *6 NAHŚAOAtb nptCTAT6AB 
H pttUHT6Aie KONU£Atb SRB, W6IJI1 HAt )K£ NAHAAUJAlh nplCTATGAA H 
pfcUIHT6AA KONllGAth SOL (236) BA<A>KU> SOL (237) H pABA SYN 
et SOL (238) TBOerO SOL (239) om. SYN, C6T0 SOL (240) 
er0)K6 CD 81101X8 H3BpAAb £CH H H3B0AHAb £CH BI C l H OBAląjNCA 
AOCTOŃNA SOL (241) H OEAfcllH SYN (242) CHAO* M KplnOCTl* 
SYN, CHAOIO TBpbAOtO SRB ( in orat. graec.: <Suvojilv wal 
aaq>aX,e l(XV= SYN) (243) H CbBAIOAH SYN (244) N63ABHCTN8 H 
E63 NAnACTH BAACTh Cl* CbBAIOAH 6A10y SYN. ...NAH6A0 TOTO 
CbBAIOAH SRB (245) MHpNOy BUKHTH H N6MA T£)KN0y XH3Nh AApOBAH 
6At<8> SYN (246) CbTBOPH £T0 npOTHBNblHAtb CTpAIUNA H 

NenOCTWANA SYN (247) źfiA<C>THBA KI nOAPAN NHKUMth 

SYN, . . . pABUliHb SRB et SOL (248) ^lAKOAlOEHBA SYN (249) STO 
om. syn (250) TTbcnato TBoero Cp<c>tb'(a syn, Hp<c>tbo om. 
SOL (251) om. SYN et SOL (252) AA Cl BlClMH CAABHTCA 

SYN, npOCAABAEUOTh SRB, npOCAABHTCA SOL (253) nplHhCTN0£ 
HA»A TB06 SYN, nplCT06 HM6 TB0£ SRB (254) RnB SRB (255) 
BlKhl BiKUlAlb SYN, SOL continuat (f. 66): H aTÓKONCTBA . 
4PXT6P6H MH p’ BlCfc<A\> ATAK0<N> TAABH BA W A FbH TA<)K> 

APXT6P6H ŹHATB* CT* ~ Ph B£ NAUlh HJK6 BlC£rO C13AÓNIA TBÓpGUb. 
OyCAWUIH AlAGNT A NAU1A H AApOyH pABOy CB06M8 BtpNOMOy c£a!8 Bid 

nucę ki cnc^Nloy npóuieN i a . cno< a> baIa ero bi tbo& xot1ni'6 - 

nplAAHNAA 6AK>y BAACTb npABO ClAPbJKATH H NACa£anHK 8 6M8 BbITH 
H N B<C> N ATO TBoero UP< C> B T A ~ B13rAA<lll> Tbl EUJ 6CH El NAIUh . 
H T£Bt CAiB* B13CHAA6Atb U>H8 H ^NOy H CTM8 AX8 NNl H np<C>NO 
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W B BKbl BiKLUMk ~ H TAKO nOKAÓHHBCA Ulk/\8«<T> AOUlffiOfiA H 
npHHiCTHBCA CD^ÓAHTh ~ (256) AtOAHTBA Bb CbEOpfc KN63b 

X 0 T 6 IJIMXb BAACTH npH6TH S6/\HKbl6 U) LUPA SRB (257) ANAMHHNCH 
SRB (258) B6/\HKhle U6PKBH SRB (259) AAtBONOAVbb SRB (260) 
nOCTAB/M6NNt SRB (261) H om. SRB (262) f/\l6Tb SRB (263) 
JSAHTC6 SRB (264) om. SRB (265) BbCAK0At8 NAMe/\8 SRB 

(266) HAłhl SRB (267) om. SRB (268) CBoero C 6 T 0 SRB 

(269) nńTpHKyHCU^H SRB (270) NAHGAO SRB (271) BhCA SRB 

(272) H CnOAOBH SRB (273) C8AHTH SRB (274) COylJIHAtb SRB 

(275) nOAOBNHAth SRB (276) BhCAK06 SRB (277) SaTHNIB SRB 

(278) NHI|iHAth nOKA3AK)l|lb SRB (279) Chri0CrtfcA8K>MIHXh SRB 

(280) n0CA8lłlAlHX SRB (2B1) HCnAbNIAH SRB (282) n/\U>A 
3641AbNhlHX SRB (283) /UOASH SRB (284) Je<C> SRB (285) wIJa 
H Cna H CTrO Sxa Rn« H npCONOSRB (286) aTAKWN SRB (287) 

nOKAONBTG SRB (288) AtOAHTCG SRB (289) TBOpUb SRB (290) 

Tń/MENIA SRB (291) BfcpH0At8 PA68 CBOSAtOy CGA18 SRB (292) 

BbCA SRB (293) criOAOBAtte SRB (294) npfcAANNSlO SRB (295) 
RBGCNAro (H. om) SRB (296) BO SRB (297) CAAB8 SRB 

(298) Bb3CH/\A6AW SRB (299) om. SRB (300) om. SRB (301) 
nATpHKT A SRB (302) H WNh SRB (303) riOKAONHBC6 SRB 

(304) UGA8ŚTb SRB (305) npHHGCTNBCG SRB. 
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Designation du Tsar 

TlTRE: 

Taxis pour la designation du tsar. 

RUBRIQUEINITIALE: 

Aprds s’etre revetu, 

celui qui doit rćgncr par la disposition de Dieu, 
de tous les habits royaux, 

5 & l’excep[ion du diadcme et de la couronne, il se 

parę — choses toutes dćposćes 
auparavant sur l’antimension qui se trouve 
sur 1’ambon — se tenant devant celui-ei 
le patriarchę 34 et etant present 

10 celui qui veut etre couronne comme uu tsar, 
ayant fait le diacre la synaptie cl 1’archihiereus, 
tenant la tete de l’autre(du tsar-l.B.) inclinee, prie ainsi. 

Premiere priere: 

La priere. 

15 Seigneur notre Dieu, Roi des regnants et Seigneur des seigneurants, 3 ^ 
Qui par Ton prophete Samuel 
elus Ton scrviteur David 
et Toignis comme roi dc Ton 
peuple Israel 36 : Toi-mćmc 

20 ecoute mainlenant la supplication de nous indignes 
et regarde aussi de Ta sainte demeure 
Ton fidele serviteur, N. 

(dis son nom), que Tu T’es complu d’elever 
pour tsar de Tcs homrnes 

25 saints acquis par 

le sang precieux de Ton Fils Monogśne: 
daigne 1’oindre avcc 1’huile 
dc 1’allegresse, revets-le de la lorce 
d’en haut, mcis sur sa tete 


34 Dans SYN, le patriarchę esl completement absent du rile, etant remplace partout 
(cela conceme aussi la deuxieme des trois laxeis) par l’archeveque. Ce rapport suivi ne 
pourrait s’expliquer ni par la conjoncture en Bułgarie pendant les derniferes decennies du 
XIV s.. ni par quelque copie grecque de celles que nous connaissons. 

35 I Tim. 6:15; v. aussi Apoc. 1:5, 19:16; Deut. 10:17; Dan. 2:47; II Mac. 13:4; Dl 
Mac. 5:35. 

3( > I Sam., chap. 16, v. aussi 10:1. 
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30 une couronne de picrres precieuses, fais-lui 
grace de longs jours, donnę 
4 sa droite Ie sceptre du salut, 
asseois-le sur le trone de la jusiice, 
entourc-le de l’armure de Ton Saint 
35 Esprit, rends fort son bras, 
soumels-lui tous les langages 
barbares, sśme dans son coeur Ta crainte, 
cl aux pecheurs pardon, 
conservc-lc dans une foi immaculee, 

40 montrc-le inflexible 

gardien des rcgles de Ta Sainie Eglise 
catholiąue, afin que 
jugeant Tes hommes avec jusiice 
et Tes pauvres dans le jugement, il sauve les enfants 
45 des indigents cl deviennc digne aussi de 
Ton rfegnc cćlcste. Doxologie: 

Parce qu’a Toi est le pouvoir ct Tien est le rśgne 
ci la puissanee cl la gloire du Perć et du Fils ei du 
Sainl-Esprit maintenant et loujours et pour les siecles. 
RUBR1QUE MOYENNE: 

50 Aprcs 1’Amen lc patriarchę prend le diademe 
et les bottes et les donnę au vestiteur. 

Notę sur le couronnement d’uu fils, d' une filie ou d'une femine: 
Si doit etre couronne 
le fils du tsar ou sa filie ou sa femme, 
le patriarchę ne donnę pas le diademe ni les bottes 
55 au yestiteur mais il les donnę au tsar 
en bćnissant; lc tsar 
les impose au couronne. 

Dialogue: 

El le patriarchę ayant dit “Paix a tous" 

le diacre: “Inclinons nos tetes dcvant le Seigneur." 

60 Le celdbrant prie ainsi: 

La prif.re df. la tete incunf.E: 

La priere. 

Devant Toi, uniquc Roi eternel, 
a etc cclui a qui le r&gne terrestre 
a etć confie par Toi 
a plie le cou avec nous; et 

65 ainsi nous Tc supplions, Toi Matire de tous, garde-le 
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sous Ta protcction, fortific 
son rćgne, et ce qui T’est agreable 
accorde-lui de le faire toujours, 
illumine son ame 37 de justice et 
70 d’abondance de paix, afin que dans sa sćrenite 
une vie calme et tranquille 
nous menions en toute 
piete et purete. 38 Doxologie: 

Car Tu es le Roi de la paix 39 et a Toi gloire (nous rendons) 
RUBRTQUF. finale: 

75 Et le patriarchę prend de ranlimcnsion 
la couronne et la tenant 
avec lcs deux mains le eouronne 
disant: “au nom dc P&re et du Fils et 
du Saint-Esprit”. Et Eon fait ainsi 
80 si c’est le tsar qui doit ćtrc couronnć. 

Notę sur le flis , la filie ou la femme: 

Mais si c'cst 

son fils ou sa filie, la couronne n'esi pas 
imposee par le patriarchę, mais il la remel 
au tsar et c’esl celui-ci qui lcs couronne. 

Et si c’est la femme qui doit etre couronnee, 

85 elle est couronnćc dans Yaugustaliou 
sur un amimension. 

De noiweau sur le tsar: 

S’il s’agii d’un homme: 
il esi couronne sur E ambon de la 
grandc-ćglise cl il rcęoit la communion 
avec les (dons) presanctifies (c’est le sens correci-I.B.) 4 ^ 


37 A la ligne 69 “bTi ,\iun" devrait correspondre a “er Tatę r|tćpais” mais tenant 
compie de la siniilimde dans la maniete d’ecrire "mi ,vui”, on peut supposer qu’il s’agit 
d’une faute de irnnscriplion. Pourtant, ii est a noter que cette famę est piesente dans tous 
les manuscrils que nous connaissons. 

88 1 Tim. 2:2. Cette citation determine dans une large mesure la position 
ideologique vis-a-vis du pouvoir toyal (latc), ce qui fera Eobjet de notre attention plus 
loin. 

3^ A la ligne 74 il manque la traduction de l’expression grecque “Kat ctuittip Tiiir 
iiiUX(iir fpwr” (AiTanz, Cotironnement royal, p. 97 n. 12). 

40 A la ligne 89 “kol Koirioret TTporiYtaCTiiera” est retnplace dans MOS par “n 
iipn>iai|iaKTLCA ii(i«iKecf|ieHiujivnr, qui correspond entierement & ce qui est ecrit dans 
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et se prosteme 

90 (devant) les sceptres trois fois. Ensuite dit 

le patriarchę: “Gloire a Dieu au plus haut des cieux 
et sur la terre paix et pour les hommcs 
bienveillance” trois fois et il proclame 
celui qui a ete couronne. 

Notę sur les tsarines: 

Pour les tsarines on dćpose 
95 & l’avance la couronne lit-bas sur unc table 

et etant prćsent le tsar (c’est le sens correct - I.B.), 
ainsi que le patriarchę 
et la isarine est imroduite par les 
preposes et elle demeure devant le patriarchę 
etant couverte avec le waphorion et le 
100 diacre fail la synaptie, cl dit 

le patriarchę la priere quc l’on fait pour le tsar 
en changeant sculement les paroles au feminin. 41 
Aprfes quoi ils la font se deplacer et lui enlćvent 
le maphorion qu’ils deploient (devant elle) pour 
105 qu’elle ne soit pas vue et ainsi ils 

la conduisent au patriarchę, et prenant 
le patriarchę la couronne de la table 

et la rcmci au tsar, et celui-ci la couronne, et lorsque le diacre a dit “(Inclinez) 
110 vos letcs”, le patriarchę dit la 

secondc priere. Ensuite il l’exhorte et ainsi 
la quitte. Elle 

s’assied avec le tsar et reęoit la prostralion 
de la part du Senat selon la loi. 

De noureau sur le tsar: 


1’originat grec: ‘Wi Komum TTpopYiacrprua” v. Airauz, Couronnement royal, p. 99 n. 
15). Cela montre sans aiicun dome que cette traduetion differe des autres. Ce fait est 
confimie d’ailleurs par l'existence de divergences lexicales et linguisliques qui, par 
endroits, sont considerables. 

41 La priere de la tsarine figurę en eniier dans la variaute du Synodikon (cf. rem 
142). Ayant en vue qlie cette copie est parmi les plus anciennes, une attention particuliere 
devraii etre accordee a ce fait. Bień que le caraclere et la structure du texle resteni intacls, 
1 insertion de iouie une priere pose la question de son origine. Pour le moment, on ne 
peut aucune donner reponse dćfinilive. Elle pourrail etre due a la traduetion d’une 
variante grecque inconnue rnais aussi a l’interveution de 1’erudit lui-meme qui l’avait 
faite. Notis voudrions tout de meme souligner de nouveau qu’il n’existe aucun parallele 
ni dans les texies slaves, ni dans les textes grees. 
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Celui qui est 

115 couronnś sur 1’ambon de la grande- 
eglise sort en portant la couronne. 

DES1GNATION D’UN CESAR ET D’UN DESPOTE 
TITRE: 

Priere pour la dćsignation d’un cesar 
et d’un despotę et pour d’autres pouvoirs. 

Priercuniquf.: 

Ó Dieu Grand et Eternel, 

120 Roi des regnants et Scigneur 
des seigneurants, 42 Qui vis 
aux Cicux et Qui 
selon les parures celestes 
ccttc socićte terrestre 
125 as crće et mis 

en elle autorites et pouvoirs a 
imitation de Tes forces angćliques, 

(Toi) Qui insiallas le roi terrestre et apres lui 
etablis des autorites secondaires 
130 pour qu’ils s’estiinent l’un 1’autre et pour qu'ils 

craignent 43 et Qui promus le tsar d'etre intercesseur devant 
les principes generaux cl libćrateur des confins, 

Toi, Maitre dc lous a Ton serviteur N., 

(dis son nom), que Tu choisis entre lous 
135 et que Tu T'es complu a fairc 
revetir de cette dignite, habille-le 
de la force inebranlable d’en haut. 
garde-le sous 1’abri dc Ton aile, 
conserve-lui cette autorite non 
140 violente ni assaillanie, 44 

gracie-le d’ime vie pacifiąue et saits tentations, 


42 I Tim. 6:15. 

43 Sur les lignes 130-131. l’expression greeque “ds dAArqAiou pce ćmKoupiau 
Kai CTuvćxeiav” (v. Arranz, Couroniiemeiit royal, p. 103, H2, n. 9) est traduite par 
‘'Apwf 11 * AIKY 1 '* ik'hmti»tii ii EoaTiicA”. La divergence est evidente mais il est a lioler que 
la variante du Synod ikon est beaucoup plus proche de 1’original grec: “iiHbiwL oy b ® ha 
iiomoi|il u ha .iLOpiiuYf" (cf. rem. 173). 

44 A la ligne 139 “dveTTi<t>0ói’os’' est iraduit par "Heaaaopiio", et “ducTrnpćaCTTou” 
par “NeHanacTHo”. 11 faut souligner elicore une fois que la traduction dii premier mot dans 
SYN — “hs3akhcth$” — est completement identique a 1’original. 
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rends-le cn batai Ile redoutable et 
irwincible, bienveillant pour les 
serviteurs et philanthrope, le rendant 
145 dignc aussi de Ton Regne cćleste. Doxologie: 

Pour que par toutes choses soil glorilie 
Ton nom lout Saint du Pere et du Pils et 
du Saint-Esprit, mainlenantct toujours et pour les siecles. 

PROMOTION DF.S PRINCES 4 - 1 ' 

TlTRE: 

Lors de 1’asscmblće prieres pour les princcs 
150 qui veulent reccvoir du tsar la grandę, 
autorite. 

RUBR1QUE INITIALE: 

Elle se fait 

ou bicn sur les antimensia de la grande- 
eglisc, ou bien devant 1’ambon 
ou Ton met une tablc et un 

155 rideau et les dons presanctifies (c’cst la traduction eorrcctc - I.B.), et 
apres que le diacre ait dit la synaptie, 
le prelat prie ainsi: 

Premiere priere: 

Scigncur notre Dieu, Qui possśdes 
le pouvoir de toute autorite et force 
160 dans le Ciel et sur la terre, 

Qui Te complus de fairc ranger Ton serviteur 

dans 1’autorite de 1’ćtat 

patricien, accorde-lui 

toutes scs demandes en vue du salut, 

165 et rends-le digne de juger ceux qui sont en dessous de lui 
en justicc et charite, et de manićre 
qu’il Te dcvicnne agreable en tout 
cc qu’il tera, en montrant toute 
sorte d’activite misericordieuse envers les pauVrcs 
170 et les necessiteux, agree 

qu’il conduise ses subordonnćs dans la paix 


4 -‘* Les problemes eoncernam le changement dans le tiire et le rapport 
patrice-prince seront exaniinśs a part. L'absence de differences essentielles dans te texie 
lui-ineine peut etre expliquś aussi par le fait que cetle taxis figurę uniquement dans SRB 
et dans SOF qui se ressemblent beaucoup. 
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et 1'obćissance, 

augmente comme toujours les fruits terrestres 
pour le bien-etre de tout Ton peuple. 

175 Doxologie: Parce qu’a Toi esl le r£gne et 

la puissance et la gloire du Pere et du Fils (...) 
Dialogue: 

Le Diacre: 

“Inclincz vos tćies devant le Seigneur”. 

Le prelat prie ainsi: 

PR1F.RF. DE LA TETE 1NC1.1NEE: 

Seigneur notre Dieu, 

180 Ariisan de touie creaturc, 
ecoute notre supplication 
et accorde a Ton fidele loutes 
ses deinandes en vue du salut, 
en le rendant d'apres Ta volonle 
185 digne d’administrer Ramonie qui lui fut eonfiee, 
et de devenir heritier 
de Ton Royaume Celeste. 

Doxologie: ‘"Car Tu es notre Dieu 
et a Toi nous rendons gloire: au Perć (...). 
Rubrjque finale: 

190 El ensuile (le patriarchę) prend, 

1 ’epiirachilion depose sur Yaniimension, 
ei le donnę au diacre 
et (cclui-ei) 1’impose au patrice 
qui s’incline, embrasse 
195 le patriarchę ci recevan[ la communion, 
il se retire. 


Notes sur le Rite du Couronnement et la Promotion des Autres 
Titres 

Le texte analyse dans la presente recherche contient, a cause de son 
caractćre, des informations tres detaillees sur le rite du couronnement des 
tsars et sur 1’attribution des autres titres mentionnes. Elles feront 1’objet 
d’une attention particuliere, ntais, pour etre jugees equitablement, elles 
devraient etre situees dans leur contexte temporel. Cela concerne avant tout 
le texte grcc, puisque les textes slaves dependent dans une large mesure de 
ce dernier. 



Le rite du couronnement des tseirs dans les pays slaves 


123 


Comme il a ete indique, les manuscrits contenant les sources grecques 
qui nous interessent, tćmoignent d’une ćpoque relativement plus reculće — 
le manuscrit le plus rćcent datę du XII c s. Cette datation est confirmee aussi 
par certaines donnćes contenues dans le texte. Un argument serieux dans ce 
sens est la presence du nobilissime dans la deuxieme priere. Les 
informations relatives k cette haute axia de la cour ne depassent pas les 
demieres annees du Xll e s. 46 Tl est particulierement important de noter 
1’absence, dans la description de la taxis du couronnement royal, du rite de 
1’onction qui s’impose aussi au XIl e s. 47 Cependant, pour definir le 
ternunus antę gitem, il faudrait determiner 1’epotjiic de 1'elaboration du plus 
ancien des manuscrits connus. C’est BAR — du VIll e s. A notre avis, ce 
fait permet d’affirmer que le texte prend sa formę definitive avant ou au 
cours de ce siecle. 

La datation est un bon repere pour faire la comparaison avec d’autres 
sources. Les renseignements sur le rite du couronnement du basileus sont 
abondants. Nous nous permettrons de ne mentionner ici que les plus 
importants. C’est avant tout le ttaite de Constantin Porphyrogenete De 
ceremoniis attlae constantiiwpolitanae 48 En ce qui concerne le XIV e s. il 
faudrait citer le chapitre VII du traite du Pseudo-Codinos 49 et deux descrip- 
tions du couronnement de Manuel II Paleologue (l’une anonyme et 1’autre 
du diacre lgnące de Smoleńsk). 50 II faut mentionner aussi les descriptions 
du couronnement des hospodars russes, 51 bien qu’elles se rapportent a une 
pćriode relativement plus tardive, marquee par les changements survenus 
apres la conquete de la Polis par les Turcs. II faut noter a l’avance qu’il est 
plus interessant d’analyser les renseignements fournis par Constantin 


40 Oikonomides. Ixs listes de presetmce, p. 293, 

47 O.stiogorsky. Zur Kaisersalbmig, p. 246; Osirogoisky, OBOaKimia, p. 37; 
Brighiman, Imperial Coronations. p. 378. 

4 ® Constantini Porphyrogeniii De cerimoniis. I, 1, 38-41, p. 191-216; I' 1, 43, p. 
217-225; 1. I, 44, p. 225-229; l. I, 45. p. 229-235; I. 1, 48, p. 244-255; Vogt, Constantin 
Porphyrogenete, 1-5. 26-32, 33-36, 37-39. 

49 Verpeaux. Pseudo Kodinos, p. 252-273. 

50 Verpeaux. Pseudo Kodinos, app. VI. p. 351-361; I3arsov. p. 19-24; Loparev, Kt> 
uiiHy uapbCKoro KopoHOBaHisi, p. 1-11. 

51 Barsov, p. 32-38, 42-90; Olśr, Im Chiesa e lo Suito (Rurikidij, p. 267-302. Sur la 
periode plus tardive v. Olśr, La Chiesa e lo Siato (Periodo dei torbidi), p. 395-434; idem, 
La Chiesa e lo Siato (Rotnanov). p. 344-376. 
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Porphyrogenete, qui, on peut le dire, se rattachent a l’epoque du texte grec 
considere. 

Quand on fait le commentaire de la source, il faut tenir compte avant 
tout du fait qu’elle contient la description d’une ceremonie religieuse et non 
pas de tout le ceremoniał de la cour. Cela constitue une certaine specificite 
qui, par comparaison, doit etre prise en consideration. Le licu du rite est 
expressement indique: 1’ambon, 52 ce qui coincide exactement avec les 
donnees du traite De ceremoniis , 52 La description de la taxis elle-meme est 
relativement breve et la coincidcnce avec d’autres sources est d’une 
evidence incontestable. Les donnees contenues dans le traite de Constantin 
Porphyrogenete sont presque identiques. 54 II est important de noter a cet 
egard que d’apres G. Ostrogorsky et E. Stein ces renseignements datent de 
la deuxieme decennie du IX e s. 55 11 y a aussi une coincidence avec les 
donnees relatives au couronnement du symbasileus , qui datent aussi de la 
premierę moitie du IX e s. 56 On peut avancer le menie raisonnement a 
propos du couronnement de la basilissa . 57 II n’y a pas non plus de 
differences de principe avec ce qui est ecrit dans le traite du Pseudo- 
Codinos. 58 Les informations de la description anonyme du couronnement 
de Manuel II Paleologue presentent un interet particulier car c’est 
uniquement ici que se trouve en plus le texte de la priere dite par le 
patriarchę a la ceremonie.- 59 Sans aucun doute, cette priere differe de celle 
qui figurę dans la source analysee par le present article. Pourtant, il est & 
noter que toutes les deux presentent suffisamment de traits communs pour 
qu’on puisse les etudier dans le cadre d’une meme tradition. U s’agit 
notamment de 1’apostrophe du debut (“Roi des regnants et Seigneur des 
seigneurants”, 1 Tim. 6:15), de l’evocation de 1’onction du roi David par le 


52 Arran/., Comonnemenl royal, p. 91 111:Aa, u. 5, p. 99, 111 :Ca n. 13-14. 

55 Consiantiiii Poqnhyrogenili De ceninoniis, t. I. I, 1, 38 p. 192 (22-23), p. 194 
0-18). 

54 Constanlini Poiphyrogeiiiti De cerimoniis. C. 1,1, 1, 38 p. 192-193. 

55 Ostrogorsky, Stein, Die Kronungsordnungen, p. 233. 

5( > Constantini Poiphyrogeiiiti De cerimoniis, t. I, 1. I. 38 p. 194 (1-18); Arranz, 
Coiironnement royal, p. 99, Hl:Ca n. 7-10; Ostrogorsky, Stein, Die Krimungsordmmgen, 
p. 233. 

52 Constantini Porphyrogenili De cerimoniis. t. 1, ], I. 40 p. 202-205, 1, I, 41 p. 
207-209; Arranz, Couronnement royal, p. 99 Hl:Ca n. 19-26. 

58 Verpeaux, Pseudo Kodinos, p. 257. 

59 Verpeaux, Pseudo Kodinos, p. 353-354. 
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prophete Samuel, des dignites du souverain. On pourrait en tirer des 
conclusions interessantes au cours d’une analyse eventuelle du 
dćveloppement integral du rite relatif au couronnement des basileis dans 
1’Empire, 60 mais cela depasse les taches que la presente recherche se 
propose. 

L’une des questions principales auxquelles il faudrait repondre est celle 
concemant 1’importance du texte slave et surtout la mesure dans laquelle il 
reflete le rite authentique du couronnement dans les pays orthodoxes ayant 
subi I’influence de Constantinople. D’unc part, comme il a ete deja noLe, la 
traduction ne s’ecarte presque pas de 1’original grec. Cela met en doutc sa 
valeur en tant que source historique relative a la situation dans les pays 
slaves, car il est difficile de presumer une imitation parfaite du rite couteux 
et complique, pratique dans l’Empire. D’autre part, on ne peut pas negliger 
le fait qu’il existe quand meme des differences entre 1’archetype et la 
traduction, bien qu’au niveau dc la composition seulement. L’argument 
principal en faveur de la these que la taxis analysee ici contient des 
reseignetnents veridiques sur le couronnement du tsar dans les pays slaves 
orthodoxes, consiste dans sa diffusion relativement large pratiquement dans 
tous ces pays. Les copies conservees temoignent de 1’interet porte a ce texte 
en Bułgarie, en Serbie, et peut-etre aussi en Valachie et Moldovie. 61 Le fait 
qu’il existe une copie russe, qui nous apprcnd que cette taxis avait ete 
utilisee lors du couronnement du grand prince Dimitri et du tsar Jean IV Le 
Terrible, est particulierement important. 62 Le changement du titre du 
souverain dans le premier cas ainsi que la situation historique concrete 
excluent la possibilite de presumer qu’il s’agit d’une traduction litterale 
contrairement a Lusage. 

La priere suivante est consacree a la promotion du cesar, du nobilissime 
ou du curopalatc. II a ete deja question de la datation. Ce qui pourrait etre 
interessant ici, ce sont les donnees du traite de Constantin Porphyrogenete, 
qui temoignent du rite pendant une periodc plus ancienne. En fait, on ne 
peut pas faire de paralleles, car le texte analyse ici ne comporte pas de 

60 Briglilman, Imperial Coronaii/ms, passim: Ostrogorsky, 3BoaKiuna, passim. 

Panailescu, Manitscrisele slave , N'° 1, p. 4. 

62 Baisov, p. 31-38, 42-90. II est a souligner l'idee róma'u]iie de la symphonie que 
l’on peut trouver dans les textes russes v. OlSr, Ul Chiesa e to Siato (Rurikidi). p. 
300-302. Sur 1’histoire plus tardive de eeue idee v. idem. Lit Chiesa e lo Stało (Periodo 
dei lorbidi). p. 410, 412-413, 421, 432. idem. La Chiesa e lo Stato (Romanov). p- 
353-354, 355-356. 374-376. 
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description du rite (sauf le supplement dans SYN et SOL), tandis que chez 
le basileus erudit du X e s. il manque la priere elle-meme. Constantin VII 
consacre un chapitre de son traite a chacun des titres. 63 II n’y a qu’une 
br£ve mention aussi dans le traite de Philothee. 64 Or, bien que les 
comparaisons directes soient impossibles, les donnees des deux sources se 
completent l’une 1’autre et permettent d’avoir une image plus complete des 
rites de Constantinople. 65 

II est interessant d’etablir aussi une coniparaison avec les donnees du 
Pseudo-Codinos qui, au chapitre VIII, donnę la description d’une 
promotion de despote et, au chapitre IX — consacre au sebastocrator et au 
cesar — renvoie au chapitre precedent. 66 A cet egard, il est a noter que les 
donnees proviennent d’une tout autre epoque — la moitie du XIV e s. En 
outre, elles refletent non pas une ceremonie religieuse mais un rite de la 
cour, ce qui rend impossible toute comparaison avec le texte de la priere. 

La traduction slave pose d’autres problemes. Elle datę d’une periode 
beaucoup plus recente. En outre, il y a des differences essentielles dans le 
titre menie, ce qui est un temoignage de la destination differente du texte. 
Le titre de despote apparait pour occuper plus tard le sommet de la 
hierarchie. Le nobilissime est tout a fait absent et le curopalate n’est men- 
tionne que dans le texte du Synodikon. Apres coniparaison avec 1’original 
grec, il est evident que les deux prieres concernent les plus hautes axiai. Le 
cesar, le nobilissime et le curopalate occupent les trois premieres places 
dans la listę pendant les IX e -X e s. 67 Le despote et le cesar sont dans la 
meme position pendant une periode plus recente mais on pose la question 
de 1’absence du sebastocrator qui, des le XIIl e s., occupe la deuxienie place 
dans la hierarchie. Cela pourrait s’expliquer par la disparition progressive 
du titre pendant la seconde moitie du XIV^ s. periode de laquelle datent les 
derniers renseignemcnts sur ce dernier dans I’Empire et en Serbie/’ 8 En 
Bułgarie, il disparaTt des la Tin du siecle precedent. Sauf en ce qui concerne 

6 3 Consianlini PorphyrogcMiiii De rerinmmis, l. I. I. 1. 43 p. 217-225, I. 1. 44 p. 
225-229,1. I, 45 p. 229-231; Vogt. Consutnliii Porphyrogeueie. II. p. 26 suiv. 

^ Oikonomides, Les lisies ile /neseinice , p. 96-98 v. notę 52. 

65 Guilland, Le cesarni, p. 187-191. 

66 Verpeaux. Pseudo Kodinos. p. 274-276. 

67 Oikonomides, Les listes de presmnce. p. 47. 135-137, 243-245, 263, 293. 

68 Brehier, l^es instiiuiions. p. 144; [3 OepjaHMiib. “CeBacTOKparopn u Kecapii y 
CpucKOM uapciBy". 36opmtK <Piuio3o<l)CKor tyauy/irera ytuwepamera y 
Beorpaay. XI (1970) 226. 
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la datation, ce fait pourrail etre un argument sericux concemant Papplica- 
tion reelle des prieres dans les pays orthodoxes slaves des Balkans. Bień 
que le texte lui-meme soit traduit liiteralement, le changement dans le titre 
(qui signifie aussi un changement dans la destination meme des prieres), 
n’etant enregistre dans aucun texte grec connu, temoigne du fait qu’il s’agit 
d’une adoption du rite, et non pas d’une traduction litterale. 

La troisieme priere est consacree a Trpoayioyrj apxóvT(on t)toi 
TraTpLKLLor'. Le traite de Constantin Porphyrogeneie est le seul qui donnę la 
possibilite de taire des paralleles. Bień sur, la description du rite y est 
beaucoup plus detaillee, tandis que le texte de la priere elle-mente manque. 
Une place beaucoup plus importante est reservee a la seule ceremonie de 
cour. Pourtant, on ne saurait ignorer la coincidence prcsque complete avec 
la description de 1’office religieux. 69 Le texte grec nc pose pas de 
probldmes particuliers, sans comptcr le sens un peu vague du terme 
“archontes”. 70 II 11 ’en va pas de meme de la variante slave beaucoup plus 
rćcente. On peut remarquer, des le titre, la substitution des titres rómaiques 
par le mot slave “kniaź” qui n’est pas typiąue du bas Moyen Age. En meme 
temps, le maintien du terme “patrice” dans nombre d’endroits du texte slave 
(cf. lignes 162, 193) tćmoigne d’une approche hien negligente lors de 
1’ślaboration de la traduction. Pourtant, nous nc sommes pas enclins a 
accepter la these que celle-ci serait faite sans tenir compte de 1’usage de la 
priere. Elle fait, avec les deux autres, partie integranic d’un tout qui 
contient des renseignements precieux sur le systeme rituel des pays slaves 
orthodoxes du bas Moyen Age. 

La Doctrine Rómaique Dans Les Prieres 

Le but principal du ceremoniał de Constantinople — Paffirmation du 
culte du basileus — le rattache ineluctablcment a la doctrine politique de 
PEmpire Oriental. Ce qui est particulierement inleressant, c’est la 
conception du souverain en tant que representant de Dieu et image du Roi 
des Cieux, qui se rapporte directement au couronnement. Dans ce sens, les 
textes analyses dans la presente recherche fournissent des donnees 


Constantini Porphyrogenili De cerimoniis. t. I, l, 1, 48 p. 250; Vogl. C/nistanlin 
Porphyrogeneie, II, p. 44-60. 

70 Arranz, Couronnement royal, p. 131-132. L’auieur le traduit comme “les chefs" 
sans faire de difference entre les “patrices" et les “ardionies'’. 
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prćcieuses non seulement sur la doctrine római'que mais aussi sur son 
adoption dans les pays slaves orthodoxes. 

Avant tout, il faudrait mentionner la conception du tsar en tant qu’elu de 
Dieu, representant de Dieu et oint de Dieu. Elle figurę expressement a 
plusieurs endroits du texte (lignes 23, 27, 29-30, 31-32, 33-34). La these de 
1’origine divine du pouvoir est dominantę et largement repandue avant 
l’epoque des lumieres en Europę Occidentale. Loin d’etre une exception, 
Constantinople represente meme un cas particulier, ou ces conceptions sont 
a la base de la doctrine politique. Le monde — la naturę et la societe — est 
conęu selon un systeme hierarchique particulier, comme un reflet du 
Royaume de Dieu et des hierarchies eelestes. A cet egard, il faudrait 
accorder une attention speciale a l’oeuvrc de Pseudo-Denys 1’Areopagite 
qui exerce une forte influence sur tout le Moyen Age. Or, la condition du 
basileus sera conforme au principe “un Dieu — un basileus" et il sera place 
au sommet hierarchique de la “familie des souverains“ en tant qu’image 
terrestre vivante de Jesus et souverain unique du monde visible. 71 Ce sont 
ces idees, bien que non generalisees, qui trouvent une expression dans la 
priere du couronnement des tsars, ou il est dit que Dieu a fait du tsar son 
oint (ligne 27), qu'll lui a mis la couronne sur la tete (lignes 29-30), qu’Il 
lui a mis le sceptre dans la main (lignes 31-32), qu’Il l’a fait monter sur le 
trone (ligne 33) et qu’Il le protege par sa puissance (ligne 34). 

11 est interessant de noter aussi le rapport etroit entre Tideologie du 
souverain et la tradition de 1’Ancien Testament: le tsar 1’oint de Dieu, tout 
comme le roi David qui a ete choisi par le Seigneur par Tintermediaire du 
prophete Samuel 72 (lignes 16-19). Nous rencontrons de nouveau ici une 
comparaison tres interessante relative au rapport Dieu-tsar: le tsar est le 
premier notable, l’elu parrni le peuple dTsrael elu de Dieu (cf. aussi les 
lignes 19-20, 23-25) et, dans ce cas. le critere n’est pas ethnique, comme 
dans I’Ancien Testament. Nous ajouterons seulement que le texte 
commente pourrait etre considere aussi comme un temoignage du pretendu 
rapport entre la royaute et le sacerdoce. Dans ee contexte s’inscrit 
egalement Taffirmation que le bien-etre des sujets depend de la protection 
divine du tsar (lignes 70-73). D’ailleurs, il ne s’agit pas ici de bonne gestion 

71 Ci. Ostrogorsky, '‘Die byznminische Stuatshierurdiie”, Seminarium Kondakovia- 
num VIII (1936) 41-61: idem. “The Byzamine Emperor and the Hierarchical World 
Order’, The Simonie and Easi-European Review XXXV (1956) 1-14; ’1. ’L- Kapa - 
YianÓTTouAoę. ’H jtoAiti/o) Ocopia rcói' !3vCavTi\\ói'. ©eaCTaXoinKri 1988, p. 71-24. 

72 I Sam., chap. 16 (v. aussi ibidem 10:1). 
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mais d’une grace divine qui permet a eux aussi vivre dans le calme et la 
serenite, dans la devotion et la purete. Lors de l’evaluation de la doctrine 
politique rómaique, refletee dans le texte analyse ici, il faudrait accorder 
une attention particuliere aux renseignements sur les vertus qui constituent 
l’image du souverain ideał. Elles sont les suivantes: avant tout, une foi forte 
et vertueuse, apprehension de Dieu, faire toujours ce qui platt a Dieu et 
veiller a ce que les regles de la Sainte Eglise Oecumenique soient 
respectees (lignes 37, 39-40, 40-41, 67-68), il doit etre en outre un 
souverain juste, pardonner aux pecheurs, juger equitablement, aider les 
pauvres (lignes 38-39, 42-44, 44-45) et avoir les bras forts pour subjuguer 
toutes les peuplades barbares (lignes 35-37). Tout cela le rendra digne non 
seulement du royaume terrestre mais aussi du Royaume celestc (lignes 
45-46). De toute evidence, il s’agit avant tout de vertus purement 
chretiennes, c’est la raison pour laquelle il est interessant de noter la 
ressemblance avec la doctrine politique romai'que, enoncee dans le message 
du patriarchę Photios au prince bulgare Boris [ L ’ r — “En quoi consiste le 
travail d’un prince”. Ayant en vue les besoins des neophytes bulgares, le 
patriarchę de Constantinople tracę 1’image du souverain chretien, en 
soulignant les vertus qu’il doit possćder et les vices qu’il doit eviter. Bień 
sur, les deux textes sont tres differents et il ne faudrait pas chercher dans la 
taxis du couronnement royal Penonce d’un vaste traite politique. Par 
consequent, nous indiquerons ici d’une maniere tres generale certains 
elements qui confirment la similitude. D’apres le patriarchę Photios, la 
dćvotion, la vertu et la foi inebranlable sont parmi les qualites les plus 
importantes du souverain chretien 7 ? qui doit non seulement tacher de ne pas 
s’ecarter de la foi mais aussi d’y confirmer ses sujets, car un souverain est 
oblige d’assurer aussi bien son propre salut que celui de son peuple. 74 La 
defense des canons de PEglise est visee dans 1’ample enonce des activites 
des Conciles oecumeniques qui occupe une partie essentielle du traite. 75 Le 
patriarchę Photios rattache la vertu du souverain a la bonne gestion de 
1’Etat et au bien-etre des sujets. 76 Le prince doit rendre la justice sans 


75 Photii pairiarchae Epishdae ei amphilochia, vol. I p. 2 (9suiv), p. 19 (564suiv). 
P- 26 (781-785). 

74 Photii patriarchae Episiulae et amphilochia, vol. I. p. 17 (480suiv). 

75 Photii patriarchae Episiulae et amphilochia. vol. 1. p. 4-6. 

76 Photii patriarchae Episiulae et amphilochia, vol. I, p. 22. p. 38 (650suiv.). p. 36 
(1163-1164). 
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infliger des punitions trop sćveres, 77 etre charitable, 78 aider Ies malheureux 
et les pauvres. 79 Enfin, le patriarchę Photios souligne que le souverain doit 
etre connu par ses exploits et faire peur aux ennemis 80 mais cela reste un 
peu a 1’ecart de 1’orientation principale de l’expose, puisque 1’ardeur 
belliqueuse ne figurę pas parmi les plus grandes vertus chretiennes. Les 
deux textes temoignent de la creation de 1’image du souverain chretien dans 
1’Orient orthodoxe. 

Les donnees des prieres ne font que completer la celebre these de 
1’origine divine du pouvoir des tsars, mais elles sont en outre une source 
extremement precieuse concernant le systeme des titres dans 1’Empire et 
dans les autres pays orthodoxes. II faudrait noter d’abord que toutes les 
axiai indiqućes dans le texte grec sont titres “purs”, c’est-a-dire qu’elles ne 
sont liees a aucune fonction administrative, ou bien, si Ton se sert de la 
division faite dans le traite de Philothee — ce sont des axiai attribuees au 
moyen d’insignes (8ia 3pa|3e lwu). 8 ! Ayant en vue cela, il faudrait 
souligner 1’assertion que Dieu a cree tous les principes et pouvoirs, qu’II a 
choisi le dignitaire, qu’II a promu et sauvegarde celui-ci, qu’II est la source 
de tout pouvoir (lignes 125-127, 134 et suiv„ 158-160). En generał, Dieu 
est la source ct le createur de tout, mais il nous scmble exagere de 
concevoir de la meme maniere le pouvoir d’un simple fonctionnaire de 
1’administration ćtatique. Ce texte nous permet d’acceder a 1’esscnce de la 
conception rómaique relative au titre honorique en tant que faisant partie de 
la hierarchie. Comme il a ete deja dit, les rCmaioi consideraient le monde 
visible comme une creation du Trćs-Haut, harmonieuse et achevee. 
Soumise a un ordre determine, elle est un rełlet mystique du Royaume 
celeste. Lors de la transition de l’Antiquite au Moyen Age, 1’harmonie (ou 
1’ordre) du monde visible acquiert rapidement la formę d’une hierarchie. 
On a mentionne plus haut le role de l’oeuvre du Pseudo-Denys 1’Areopagite 
dans la formation de la culture pendant la periode etudiee. C’est grace a la 
vision hierarchique du monde que sont etablis les rapports avec l’au-dela. 


77 Photii pairiarchae Episntlae et aniphilochia. vot. I, p. 26, (792-796). p. 34 
(1035-1037), 

78 Pholii pairiarchae Epislulae et aniphilochia, vol. 1, p. 26 (764-774). 

7 ^ Pholii patriarchae Episntlae et aniphilochia, vol. 1, p. 26 (711-712), p. 37 
(1160-1162), p. 39 (1197-1198). 

8 0 Phoiii patriarchae Epislulae et aniphilochia. vol. 1, p. 38 (1 183). 

8 * Oikonomides. Les listes de preseance, p. 291-299. 



Le rite du couronncment des tsars dans les pays slaves 


131 


Les grades terrestres correspondent aux grades celestes et cela confirme 
1’unitę de la creation. La hierarchisation domine toute la culture orthodoxe 
— elle determine la conceptualisation de la societe. Son expression 
supreme dans 1’architecture est le tempie, en tant que synthese de la culture 
róma'fque et modele de l’Univers. 

La hićrarchie qui est une expression de 1’ordre dans la societe et de sa 
correspondance aux taxeis celestes est justement celle des titres. Sa 
caracterisation detaillće ne fait pas l’objet de la presente recherche. Nous 
nous pcrmettrons de mendonner ici un seul fait. L’attribution d’un titre ne 
peut etre comparće avec la nomination d’un simple fonctionnaire dans 
1’appareil etatique ni avec 1’appartenance a la hierarchie feodale de 
1’Europe Occidentale (c’est-a-dire, le rapport seigneur-vassal). Elle 
comporte la qualite d’attachement a 1’ordre et a 1’harmonie dans l’Univers. 
Dans ce sens, l’existence de la taxis ou de Va.\ia respectives, ainsi que la 
presence d’une personne donnee dans la hierarchie ne peuvent avoir leur 
raison qu’en Dieu. Voila pourquoi, l’attribution du titre est lice a un rite de 
cour mystique, avec la participation obligatoire du basileus , accompagne 
d’un office religieux. Cet etat des choses est reflete dans presque toutes les 
sources római'ques concernant des informations sur le systeme hierarchique 
de 1’Empire: les listes des IX e -X e s., y compris le traite de Philothee, ainsi 
que la listę plus recente du Pseudo-Codinos de la moitie du XIV e s., chez 
Constantin VII, etc. 82 

La confirmadon de ce qui a ete dit plus haut par le texte analyse dans la 
presente recherche revet une importance particuliere lors de la reflexion sur 
le systeme des titres des pays orthodoxes au Moyen Age. A cet egard, il 
faudrait avant tout souligncr le fait que dans les trois cas il s’agit d’un rite 
purement religieux — c’est-a-dire aussi bieti le souverain que les autres 
personnes titrees (puisque les trois taxeis devraient etre considerees comme 
un ensemble) donnent des arguments mystiques pour justifier leurs titres ou 
leur pouvoir, en s’appuyant sur l’au-dela, sur Dieu. Une telle approche 
exclut en principe la confusion des axiai avec les fonctions administratives. 
Dans ce sens, il est necessaire de dire quelqnes mots pour eclaircir le terme 
“bascts” que l’on rencontre a plusieurs reprises dans le lexte (lignes 126, 


82 Oikonomides, Les lisles de preseance. p. 85; Verpeaux. Pseudo Kodinos . p. 
332, 339-340; Constaniini Porphymgeniti De cerhnoniis, t. 1. p. 3-5. 526-527; sur les 
lettres du patriarchę Nicolas Myslikos v. PG CX1, col. 65; ed. Westerink-Jennkins. N° 8; 
Guilland. '“Yenalite et favoritisnie a Byzance”, REByz X (1953) 37. 
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150, 185, etc.). II s’agit du pouvoir de la personne titree. Nous avons dćja 
eu 1’occasion de noter que le titre confere une qualitć et non pas un pouvoir 
a son detenteur. D’apres nous, l’existence de ce terme ne devrait pas etre 
cómprise comme une preuve de l’inverse — il n’y a point de donnees a ce 
sujet. Elle devrait plutót etre cómprise comme “condition”. Enfin, nous 
voudrions relever encore une chose — le mot utilise pour la promotion du 
cćsar et d’autres titres est le nieme que pour le basileus : “TTpoxetpLact ” 83 = 
“nocTaBAeNie”. 11 faudrait noter ici la difference avec le terme de la troisieme 
taxis: “Trpoaywyri ”. 84 Dans la variante slave, cela est dit d’une faęon 
beaucoup plus claire, en soulignant que les princes obtiennent leur 
“pouvoir” du tsar. 

Le dernier element de la doctrine politique roma'fque, reflete dans les 
textes commentes et sur lequel nous voudrions nous arreter, c’est 1’image 
du dćtenteur d’un titre tracee au moyen des qualites qu’il doit avoir. Nous 
en trouvons 1’enumeration dans les deuxieme et troisieme pri&res: sagesse 
et philanthropie (lignes 143-144), juger equitablement (lignes 165-166), 
avoir pitie des pauvres (lignes 168-170), exercer le pouvoir d’une maniere 
juste (lignes 184-186), vivre dans la paix et 1’obeissance (lignes 171-172) et 
surtout etre agreable a Dieu (lignes 166-167). Nous voyons qu’il s’agit 
encore de vertus chretiennes typiques. On ne pourrait pas ajouter 
grand-chose & ce qui a ete dit plus haut au sujet des vertus du souverain. 

RENSEIGNEMENTS SUR LES DlFFERENTES AXIAl 

1. Despote. 1 ’axia du despote 85 ne figurę que dans le titre de la 
deuxieme prierc, et uniquement dans la traduction slave. Cela s’explique 
par la destination menie de la priere. Comme il a ete deja notę, le texte grec 
est tres ancien, II decrit une ceremonie religieuse a 1’occasion da la 
promotion des trois plus hauts titres dans 1’Empire d’avant la fin du XII e s. 


83 Airaitó, Couroniiement royal. p. 89, 103. 

84 Arranz, Couroniiement royal, p. 105. 

83 G. Ostrogorsky, “Urum-Despotes, Die Anfange des Despoienwurde in Byzanz”," 
BZ XL1V (1951) 448-460; Guilland, Le despote, p. 52-89; P. Wirth. “Die Genesis der 
byzantinischen Despotenwurde in Lichte der zeitgenóssischen hófischen Titulatur", 
Byzamina V (1973) 421-426; Li. 4>epjaH l mb. ZleciioTii y Bii3aHTitjH n y jy;KHOC.no- 
BeHCKiiM aeMJibaMa. lloceOHa naztarta. CCCXXXVI/8, Beorpazt 1960; A. Ka^tztaH. 
“CeBacTOKpaTopu n zteciiorw b Bti3a htiiii Xii b.”. 3C>ophuk PapoBa Bit3aHTOJiowKor 
HHCTtnyra X1V-XV (1973) 41-44; 45-52; 15. ‘PepjaHuiit'), “Jotu jezmoM o nonetuiMa 
iHTyae ztecnoTa”. 36opntiK Pa po Ba BiuaHTOPomKor Hticrinyra\ lv. Biliarsky “The 
despots in Medieval Bułgaria", Byzantinobu!gońca. l. IX, sous presse. 
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Dans la variante slave, qu’on peut dater du XIV e s., on vise aussi les plus 
hautes axiai de la cour a Tarnovo ou en Serbie. Ce ne sont plus le cesar, le 
nobilissime et le curopalate mais le despote et le cesar. Nous avons deja 
avancć quelques considerations relatives k 1’absence du sebastocrator. 
L’indication d’autres titres non mentionnes elargit la destinalion de la priere 
et represente un ecart essentiel de 1’original. Puisqu’il figurę dans le titre de 
toutes les copies connues, il ne peut etre neglige lors de l’evaluation de 
1’application reelle du texte analyse. Pourtant, 1’indication formelle des 
deux plus hauts titres de la hierarchie attire notre attention. D’apres nous, 
on peut affirmer que le rite presente ici etait destine avant tout aux despotes 
et aux cesars (c’est-&-dire aux a£uópaTa tou 3acnAću)S'). 8 6 Cela se 
confirme aussi par le fait deja mentionnć que le terme utilisć pour la 
promotion du detenteur du titre est le nieme que pour le tsar (7Tpoxeipiaci = 
iiocT4Bi\6Nie). II faut remarquer que, dans toutes les copies que nous 
connaissons, le despote occupe le seconde place, apres le cesar. A notre 
avis ce n’est pas une raison de reevaluer la situation des deux axiai dans la 
lisie hierarchique. La primautć des despotes pendant une periode plus 
tardive ne peut etre contestee. 87 Nous pensons que la transposition dans le 
titre de la priere peut s’expliquer par 1’influence de 1’original grec, oii le 
cćsar occupe la premiere place et, par tradition, le meme ordre a ete observe 
dans la traduction slave. 

2. Cesar. Uaxia du cesar 88 est indiquee, dans toutes les variantes de la 
priere, en premier licu dans le titre. Le texte analyse ici fournit une 
argumentation tres serieuse concernant le presence du titre dans le systeme 
hierarchique du Second empire bulgare. 89 Les donnees relatives a la Serbie 
sont beaucoup plus nombreuses. 90 Vu le nombre tres restreint des sources 


8 ^ Vcrpe;tux, Pseudo Kodinos, p. 307. 

87 V. rindication formelle de Pseudo-Codinos - Verpeaux, Pseudo Kodinos , 
p. 133. 

88 Guilland. Le cesarat, p. 168-194: Brehier. Les insiiimions, p. 42-45; 
Oikonomides, Les lisies de presćance, p. 293; b OepjaHUHb. “CeBacroKparopu n 
Kecapn y CpncKOM uapciBy”. 36optim <Pn.no30(l>ckoi 0aKyjneTa ymiBep3iiTera y 
beorpajiy, XI (1970) 263-268. Hb. Aa. BHaapcKU. “TiiTaa ra Kecap b opeaHOBeKOBHa 
bbarapua”. HcTopmecKii npernea 11 (1989) 54-57. 

89 Hb. Aa. biiaapcKn. “THTaara Kecap b cpeaHOBeKOBHa Bbarapna”. Hciopn- 
l iecKn nper.nep 11 (1989) 54-57. 

90 B OepjaHunb. “CeBacTOKparopu u Kecapn y CpncKOM uapciBy”. 3Óopnnn 
0ii.no3o(pck'or 0 aKyjirera ymiBepjiiTeTa y beorpapy, XI (1970) 263-268. 
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de notre histoire medievale, cette mention rend le texte encore plus 
prćcieux. 

3. Nobilissime. Le titre de nobilissime 9 * est un des plus anciens et des 
plus hauts titres dans 1’Empire. Jusqu’au lX e s. il vient immediatement 
apres le cesar — c’est-a-dire il occupait la deuxieme position dans la listę. 
Le titre superieur de “prótonobilissime” 92 apparait plus tard. Dans le texte 
analyse ici, le titre figurę uniquement dans 1’original grec de la deuxieme 
priere. II n’existe pas dans la traduction slave plus recente car il disparait 
vers la fin du XIl e s., les dernieres donnees sur celui-ci provenant de cette 
periode. 92 II y a tout lieu d’affirmer que ce titre n’a pas de place dans le 
systóme hierarchique de Bułgarie et de Serbie. 

4. Curopalate. Ce titre est római'que. 94 Dans les taktika des lX e -X e s. il 
occupe la troisieme place. 95 Le Pseudo-Codinos le mentionne aussi, sans 
rapport avec une fonction de service. 96 II figurę dans toutes les copies de 
1’original grec dc la priere mais, quant aux copies slaves, il n’apparait que 
dans celles du Synodikon, c’est-a-dire dans une source bulgare du XIVe s. 
Cette mention unique de Vaxia du curopalate est susceptible de mettre en 
doute son existence en Bułgarie. II a ete deja question du caractere de la 
taxis qui nous interesse, ainsi que de son application dans la realite bulgare, 
dans le systeme rituel bulgare. Ici, la situation se complique car le titre du 
curopalate est donnę sous la formę grecque, avec la disinence du nominatif, 
ce qui pourrait signifier qu’il s’agit d’un emprunt direct a un titre grec du 
texte. Cependant, le rapprochement ne s’avere pas si litteral. Les trois axiai 
dans la priere romai'que cesar, nobilissime et curopalate — se presentent 
sous leur formę de genitivus obiecti. 11 en est de nieme dans le texte slave 
et, pour mettre “RypoMoiiaTHCb” au nominatif, au genitif apparait la formę 
slave “xpaNHTei\h hoiutL”. Cela est du peut-etre a un desir formel de 


9 ^ Bury, Adnunisivaiive System, p. 35-36: Brehicr. Les institutions. p. 43; 
Oikonomides, Les lisles de preseance. p. 293; Oikonomides, L'evoluiion, p. 126-127. 

92 Oikonomides, L'ćvotuiion, p. 126-127. 

92 Oikonomides, Les listes de preseance, p. 293 v. et notę 30. 

94 Bury, Adtninisirative System, p. 33-35; F. Martroye. “L’origine de curopalate”, 
A lelanges G. Schlwnberger, 1 (Paris 1924) 79-84; E. Stein. Histoire du bas-Empire, t. II, 
Paris 1949. p. 739-746; R. Guilland, “Etudes sur 1’histoire adminisiralive de 1’empire 
byzantin: le Curopalate", Byzautina 2 (1970) 185-249; Oikonomides. l*es listes de 
preseance, p. 293. 

95 Oikonomides, Les listes de preseance, p. 47, 97, 137, 245, 263. 

9<3 Verpeaux, Pseudo Kodinos. p. 137, 156, 175. 
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donner le nominatif du titre grec, pour que la correspondance dans le texte 
devienne plus claire. Par consequent, le titre bulgare n’etait peut-etre point 
“curopalate” ou “kypsiisaat/hcł” mais il existait plutót sous le terme slave 
“XpaHHTeAb noiwrk”, le terme “curopalate” etant employe uniquement pour 
une plus grandę darte. La transcription meme du mot pose aussi un 
probl£me — la diphtongue grecque “ ou ” n’est pas transcrite par son 
equivalent slave “wf” comme on pourrait s’y attendre mais par “T” (u 
t|tu\óu). 

Ce que Ton peut dire encore de ce titre en Bułgarie medievale, c’est 
qu’il n’etait probablement pas lie a certaines fonctions mais qu’il etait 
confere pour reserver une place dans la hierarchie, lout comme dans 
1’Empire. 

5. Patrice, kniaź. Le titre de “patrice” 97 est un des plus anciens dans 
1’Empire et il tire ses origines de l’Antiquite romaine. Jusqu’au XI e s. il 
presente un rang relativemcnt eleve dans la hierarchie. A ce titre est 
consacree la troisieme priere dans 1’original grec. 

Les problemes principaux concernant ce texte viennent de la traduction 
slave. Dans le titre de celle-ci, le terme “patrice” est remplace par le terme 

97 E. Stuckenberg, Der Constantinische Patriziat, Basel 1891; W. Heil, Der 
Konstautinische Palriziot, Basel-Stuttgart 1966; F. L Cianshof, “Notę sur les origines du 
titre Patricitis Romanorum”. Anmiaire de 1’lnstilut de philologie et d’histoire orientales 
et slaves de 1'Unhersite de Britselles (AIPHOS) 10 (1950) 261-282; R. Guilland, 
“Eludes sur 1’histoire administrative de Pempire byzantin: Les patrices byzantins des IV e 
et V e siecles”, 'Lttit. 'Eratpetaę Bv£at'Tmot> źńrots&iir 134 (1965) 139-174; idem, 
“Les patrices byzantins du VI siecle”. Palaealogin 1 (1958/59) 271-305; idem, “Les 
patrices byzantins de la premiere moiiić du VII s.: du r&gne de Phoeas (602-610) au 
regne de Constantin II (641-668)”, Tópoę eig- A. ’/. 'Apanrou ('AOrjuat 

19G0) 11-24; idem, Le.r patrices du regne de Constantin IV (663-585) a Theodose III 
(716-717), p. 287-298; idem, “Les patrices du regne de Lćon III 1’Isaurieii (717-741) au 
rfegne de Michel II (820-829)”, Byz 40 (1970) 317-360; idem, "Les patrices sous les 
regnes de Theophile (829-842) et de Michel 111 (842-867)", Revue des ćludes du Sud-Esl 
Europeen 8 (1970) 593-610; idem, “l^es patrices sous les regnes de Basile I (867-886) et 
de Leon VI (886-912)”, BZ 63 (1970) 300-317; idem, “Les patrices strateges byzantins 
en Italie meridionale de t’avenemem de Basile I a la mort de Leon VI (867-912)”, Studi 
bizantini e neoellenici 7 (1953) 377-386; idem, “Les patrices byzantins sous le rfegne de 
Constantin VII Porphyrogenele (913-959)”, Silloge Bizantina in onore di Silvio Giuseppe 
Mercati, Roma 1957 (= Studi bizantini e neoellenici 9) 188-221; idem, “Les patrices du 
regne de Basile II (976-1025) et de Constantin VIII (1025-1028)”. JÓBG 20 (1971) 
83-108; idem. “Les patrices sous le rfegne de Constantin IX Monomaąue (1042-1054)". 
36opHM< Pa mo aa Bman lonotUKor PHCTittyra 13 (1971) 1-25; idem. “Les patrices sous 
le regne de Theodora aux Comnenes". Rivista di studi bizantini e neoellenici 8-9 (Roma 
1971-72) 7-23; Oikonomides, Les listes de preseance. 294-295. 
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slave “kniaź". Cela pose certaines questions que l’on ne peut negliger. II est 
& noter que ce titre purement slave n’est pas typique des pays balkaniques 
au Bas Moyen Age, lorsqu’ils subissent une forte influence római'que. La 
Serbie fait une certaine exception car deux de ses souverains (le kniaź Lazar 
Hrćbeljanović et son fils Etien Lazarević jusqu’a 1405) portent a la fin du 
XIV e s. ce titre. Si nous etudions les sources de la periode apres la fin du 
Xll e s. (la traduction slave pourrait etre datee de cette periode), nous 
constatons que le terme “kniaź" a des usages tres divers, parfois 1’un des 
sens excluant 1’autre. Dans ceilains textes il signifie “souverain”, 98 dans les 
edits et autres documents il designe les maires et les autres notables de 
village," d’ailleurs il n’a aucun sens institutionnalise precis et signifie 
“maitre”, “notable”, “personnage importanf’. 100 D’apres nous, c’est 
justement ce demier sens qui a remplace le terme “patrice” de 1’original 
grec. Bień sur, il ne peut etre question de souverain dans ce contexte, ni de 
maire, bien que ce soit le sens predominant de ce terme pendant la periode 
qui nous intćresse. D’autre part, nous voulons souligner expressement que 
nous ne soutenons pas 1’idee que le kniaź etait un titre correspondant au 

98 b. Cr. AHi erioB. H3 dapaia Ob/uapcna. pycxa n cpbCcKa .nmeepaTypa. r. 

11, Co(]m;i 1967, p. 64. 65-66; H. HBaHOB. bb.nrapcKii crapiiHii n3b MaKenOHim. 2 
113x1.. Co<l>im t93i, p. 398. 399; Ap.siieiniCKOii ZlaHii.no. upajbeBa h 

apsueiiiicKoua cpncKiix. ii3A. T>. ZlaHimiib. y 3arpe6y 1866, p. 117, 183. 

99 T. HnbiiHCKiii. rpasioTbi 6oxirapcKii\b uapeii. MocKBa 1915, p. 15 (14-15), 
18 (98-99); Iv. Dajćev, “Coiuribuiion a 1’etude des praktika byzantins”, Eiudes 
hisioriąues LII (Sofia 1966), 118; v. et C.C. boCueBb. "Tiiitui ii CjiyżKOli Bb 
ofijiacinoTO ynpaBJieHiie Ha crapoBpe.MCKa bb/irapmi" HjBecmsi Ha iicropmec- 
Koro ApymecTBo Bb Coipiin. XI-XII (1932) 243; M. AHZipeeB. “G/iyutCure Ha 
npoBimmia^HOro yupa&neHiie Ha cpezmoBeKOBHa bbxirapn>i u cpezmoBeKOBHa 
CbpOiui cnopea ziaHHirre ot aapcTBeHine rpaMorn Ha CbrirapcKiire u cpbCcKtire 
Bjiaaeiejiii or XIII-XIV BeK.”. 1'OMituiHitk na Cotpniickitsi ymmepcmeT. tOpum- 
‘teck/i (pakyjiTer . r. 5S, 2 (1967) 16: M AHApeeB. ZL AHreriOB. ficiopiif1 Ha 
ObJirapckara (peo/tajina abpikaisa n upaBO. Coipiin 1972. p. 155. P. Petrov et E. 
Gro7.danova rejettem cette interpretatian en insistam sur le fait que ce terme n’existe que 
dans le faux edit du tsar Constanlin Assen — v. P. Petrov. E. Grozdanova, “Mittelaller- 
lische Balkanamter und Tilel im osmanischen Orts- und Selbsverwaliungssysiem”, 
Eiudes balkaniąues 4 (Sofia 1978) 94. 

^ E. Kahizniacki, Werke des Patriarchen rwi Bulgarien Euihymius (1375-1393), 
Wien 1901, p. 20, 83, 96, 208, 309; E. Kaluzniacki. Ans der panegyrische Literatur der 
Sudshwen, Wien 1901, p. 113; Hb. ZlyinieBb. CTapa Ob-nrapcua KHiDKHHHa. r. II. 
Coi|mH 1943. p. 175; D. AHreriOB. M3 crapaTa 6bXirapcKa. pycKa ii cpbCcKa 
^irreparypa. t. II, Coi|>hh 1967, p. 160; ii ItBaHOBb. Cb^rapcKii CTapiimi H 3 b 
MaKezioHiiH. p. 398. 412; H. HauoBb, “/lucib otb \poHiiKa. HaMepeHb Bb c. 
foxik mo bpjioBo", Db/irapckit nptr.ne/jb. 2 (1898) 150-151. 
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“patrice” dans la listę hierarchique bulgare et encore moins dans la listę 
serbe. II s’agil du sens le plus generał du mot que Ton pourrait 
probablement attacher a toute une classe d’axiai. Cela se confirme aussi par 
une autre source slave, ce qui est, quant a la presente recherche, tres 
important. Dans son recit concernant le couronnement de Manuel II 
Palćologue, 1’archidiacre lgnące parle de princes, en les mettant a deux 
reprises en tete d’une enumćration d’axiai de la cour de Constantinople: “nh 

KH3H, NH GOrtApe, HH BOH”, KN3H, CTpATHAATH, HIIATh”. 101 II est Clair 

que dans ce cas le ternie “kniaź” ne peut refleter aucun titre de 1’Empire. II 
cache quelque terme grec qu’il faudrait dechiffrer. A cet egard, il est 
interessant de faire la comparaison avec le protocole anonyme dresse & 
1’occasion du couronnement de ce basileus. Le terme prefere y est 
“dpxrov”, 102 que nous retrouvons aussi dans 1’original grec du texte slave 
publie ici. Puisque l’“archonte” n’est ni une axia particuliere, ni une 
fonction conerete mais un terme tres generał designant la haute societe dans 
1’Empire, il faudrait chercher dans ce contcxte aussi le sens du terme 
“prince”, ce qui correspond pleinement aux faits enonces plus haut. 

II faudrait souligner notamment que le terme “patrice” est sauvegarde en 
deux endroits dans le texte slave de la priere (lignes 162, 193). On pourrait 
mettre cela sur le compte du traducteur qui se serait ecarte de ce qui est 
ćcrit dans le titre meme de la priere. En mettie temps, il est a noter que cette 
negligence fournit un argument supplementaire en faveur de la these que le 
terme “kniaź” est tres generał et qu’il ne signifie aucun titre ni fonction de 
cour. 

6. Preposite (prepose). Awri 103 reservee aux eunuques. Au debut, elle 
etait liee a certaines obligations dans la cour. Elle n’est pas mentionnee 
dans les sourccs apres la fin du XI e s. Le textc grec de la priere indique sa 
place dans le rite du couronnement des basileis. Des questions surgissent 
avant tout au sujet de certaines mentions dans les traductions slaves. Or, 
dans la copie N° 954 de la Bibliothcque nationale “Saints Cyrille et 
Methode” a Sofia il y a le terme “np-tnoTa” (ligne 97), et dans la copie serbe 


101 Barsov, p. 23-24. 

102 Verpeaux, Pseudo Kodinos, p. 356 suiv. 

Bury, Adn\inismuive System, p. 123-124; A. E. R. Boak. J. E. Dunlap. Two 
Studies in iMler Roman and Ryzamine Administration. New York 1924, 161-324; R. 
Guilland, "Etudes sur 1’hisioire administrative de ['empire byzaruin; les fonctions des 
eunuques”, Byzaminoshmca 22 (Pragnę 1961) 241-301; Oikouomides, Les lisres de 
preseance, p. 300. 
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: _“np-fcHocHMA”. II est clair que dans les deux cas il s’agit d’un essai pour 

transcrire le terme grec “TTpaiTrocriToę”. 

L’usage et la transcription incorrects du mot nous font penser qu’il etait 
ćtranger au scribe. Cela permet de conclure que le titre du prepose n’avait 
pas de place dans les systemes hierarchiques des pays orthodoxes dans les 
Balkans. Sa presence dans le texte pourrait s’expliquer par une traduction 
trop litterale de foriginal grec. 

7. Vestiteur. Cette axia est mentionnee a deux reprises dans le texte de 
la taxis du couronnement des tsars dans sa variante slave (lignes 51-52, 55). 
On se demande si l’on peut considerer qu’elle existait deja dans le systeme 
hićrarchique des pays orthodoxes voisins de 1’Empire. D’apres nous, son 
existence ne pourrait pas etre serieusement misę en doute. Des donnees sur 
les protovestiteurs ou les vestitcurs existent aussi bien en Serbie qu’en 
Valachie et en Moldovie. 104 II faudrait accorder un peu d’attention a la 
Bułgarie. Le seul renseignement sur y est la mention du protovestiteur 
Raksine, 10 '' faite par Jean Cantacuzene. Dans un edit du tsar Jean Alexan- 
dre concemant le monastere “Saint-Nicolas” ii Messembrie, il est question 
du “vestiaire de ma Royaute” (ćk tou Secmapiou nj? 
pou). 106 Dans ce cas, il s’agit en fait d’une tresorerie mais elle fait penser 
inevitablement au fonctionnaire respectif. Cependant, ces renseignements 
proviennent de textes grecs, ce qui permet ii certains auteurs d’affirmer que 
Ton utilisait en Bułgarie le terme slave “pitakNiiua’', qui figurę dans le Codex 
Suprasliensis , 107 respectivement “HeAktimck pNakNinikctrk”. 108 II est difficile 

104 Cr HOBaKOBiif). "BinaHTiijckii aimoBii n uiryae y cpncKiiM 3esiaaMa XI- 
XV Beka." !'nac CKA XXVIII (1908) 260-263; P. Koledarov, “Le tilulariat des boyards 
dans la Bułgarie medieva]e et sa portee dans les auires pays”, Eiudes hisioriąues IV 
(Sofia 1968) 202. 

Ioannis Cantacuzeni imperaioris Historiarwn libri IV, t. I, Bonnae 1828, 1. 
11.26 p. 458 (19); R. Guilland. “Fonctions et dignites des eimuques. II. Le protovestiaire”, 
Etndes byzonlines 2 (1944) 205. 

*06 ’A. UaTTaPÓTToiAoę Kepapcus'. 'AraAdicra 'lcpoaoAuyun>a}i- oravxoAo- 
yias'. Top. A 1 . cv ricTpou7TÓ,\ei 1891. p. 469 (14-15). Hb. ZlyiiueBb. Crapa 
Ctarapcsa kHiiacHima. t II. Coi|iusi 1943. p. 144-145; fi. My laipuneB. KbM 
iicropiisira Ha sieceswpiuiCKHTe mohsc rupii, M35pami npoti3BezteHiui. t. I. Co<|)H« 
1973. p. 668. 

107 C CkBŁpMmoBb. “CynpacabCKasi pyKoimcb”, IlaM/UHiikii CTapocnausm- 
ckoio Mbtka, 11 (1904) 120; CynpacbacKii lian PeaKOB CCopHiiK. ii3zt- ii 3aiiMOB n 
■M. Kanaaao. r. I. COi]iun L9S2. p. 120. 

'08 P. Koledaroy, Le lindariat des boyards dans la Bułgarie medievale et sa portee 
dans les autres pays, p. 202. 
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aussi bien de constater que de prouver une telle allćgation. La source 
etudiee ici temoigne de l’existence du ternie purement grec dans des textes 
slaves. Nous sommes d’avis que c’etait notamment le terme officiel, 
puisqu’il n’y a presque pas de preuves directes pour l’inverse. 

Pour conclure, on pourrait dire que 1’analyse des textes proposes permet 
de tirer les conclusions suivantes. L’original grec des prićres, dans son etat 
actuel, datę de toute evidence du Vin e s. environ. La datation de la plus 
ancienne des copies et le parallele avec d’autres sources de cette periode en 
sont un temoignage. Des arguments supplementaires de son origine 
ancienne sont fournis aussi par la presence de certaines axiai: nobilissime, 
prepose etc. La variante slave pourrait etrc datee du XIV e s. Des arguments 
en faveur de cette these sont fournis non seulement par la copie la plus 
ancienne (la copie Palaouzov du Synodikon), niais aussi par le contenu 
lui-meme (parex. 1’absence de l’axia du sebastocrator). 

Quoiqu’ils aient un caractere tres specifique, ces textes contiennent des 
renseignements importants non seulement sur 1’Euchologe slave medieval. 
L’information concernant la doctrine politique de 1’Empire et des pays 
voisins est aussi importante, dans la prise de conscience des titres et du 
systeme hierarchique en tant qu’cnsemble, que les axiai particulieres. Mais 
on doit surtout souligner que la large diffusion du texte dans tous les pays 
orthodoxes en Europę est un nouveau temoignage sur rimmense influence 
qu’a cue Constantinople et sur 1’importance de la communaute orthodoxe 
pendant le Bas Moyen Age. 

Bułgarska Akademia na naukite lvan Al. Biliarsky 
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The Relations between the Church and the State in Late 
Imperial Russia: Views of the Canonists 

In the waning years of imperial Russia, the legał place held by the 
Orthodox Church in its relationship wilh the State was being carefully 
studied and intensely debated by canon lawyers. What had bcen an un- 
important area of legał discussion prior to Alexander ll’s reform edict of 
1861 was rapidly becoming a topie of considerable interest and contro- 
versy, and appointments to the post of canon law in many Russian univer- 
sities and theological academies were being awarded to sonie of the best 
academic minds in Europę. It appeared as though the legislative ties that 
had bound the Russian Orthodox Church to the tsar for several centuries 
were no longer to be found among the unchallenged traditions of the em¬ 
pire. 

The legał scholars of late nineteenth and early twentieth century Russia 
who distinguished themselves in the discussion over the proper relationship 
between Church and State were usually associated with the Church and 
could be divided generally into three different groups. First, a strong school 
of thought formed that defended the long-functioning status quo, which had 
been rigidly frozen into a distinct institutional form by Peter the Greal in 
1721. This body of opinion favored the close supervision of ecclesiastical 
affairs by the State, and its leading Figurę was Nicholas Suvorov, a profes- 
sor of church law at the University of Moscow and the author of many 
publications devoted to the subject of church discipline. 1 A second group of 
thinkers also arose. They accepted the past ties that bound the Church to the 
State in Russia as having bcen madę legally and canonically, but they put 
forth suggestions for reform based on a fresh understanding of the Church 
as a spiritual body whose inner life enjoyed independcnce from State con- 
trol. Their arguments were the most subtle of all the legał opinions put forth 
during the later years of the empire. Nicholas Zaozersky, a professor of 
church law at the Moscow Theological Academy, was the most astute 


' Suvorov’s major works on the issue of Church and State in Russia include Kurs 
tserkovnago prava, 2 vols (Iaroslavl, 1889-1890), and “Tserkovnoe pravo, kak 
iuridicheskaia nauka," luridir.heskii vesiuik (August, 1888). tom XXVIII (Moscow). pp, 
520-550. 


OCP 59 (1993) 141-167 



142 


John D. Basil 


thinker of this group and Ilia Berdnikov, a professor of canon law at the 
Kazan Theological Academy, its most prolific spokesman. 2 The third im- 
portant category of canonists to present a coherent point of view on the 
church-state question in pre-revolutionary Russia was sharply critical of the 
relationship that kept the Orthodox Church in a closed Icague with the Ro- 
manov throne. It saw the legał ties binding the clergy to the government as 
being delrimental to the faith, and they were especially determined to un- 
dermine the legislation put into place by Peter the Great. The most out- 
standing figurę of this finał group was Paul Verkhovskoi, a professor of 
church law on the faculty of the old Imperial University of Warsaw. 3 

In most cascs, the opinions of the canonists conceming the church-state 
issue were presented as histories. In fact, the writing of legał history, par- 
ticularly the legał history of Russia and Byzantium, might well be the most 
lasting artistic and scholarly contribution madę by the three contending 
schools of thought. The proper understanding of ecclesiastical and govern- 
mental law, in their views, would not emerge from a review' of problems in 
the areas of philosophy or theology, cven though these themes appear in 
their works. It was from a correct vision of how the Church and the institu- 
tions of the State had formed and interacted in the past centuries that the 
Russians would arrive at the solution to the political problems they faced in 
the present. A. S. Pavlov, perhaps the best known of all nineteenth century 
Russian canonists, statcd the case clcarly: “The question of the relationship 
between the Church and the State is not theoretical but living, so in order to 
understand it we must turn to history.” 4 Which historical setting proved the 
most important, of coursc, depended on the imagination of the particular 
canonist. Some works began with an analysis of the legał lite of the Russian 


2 Nikolai Zaoz.erskii, O tserkowini vlasti (Moscow, 1894). Il’ia Berdnikov, Kntlkii 
kurs iserkosnago prawi praroslavimi iserkri. 2 vols (Kazan, 1888). An imporlanl second 
edition appeared in 1903 (vol I) and in 1913 (vol 11). Berdnikov’s Osunvnyia nochala 
tserkovnago prara pravoslavnoi iserksi (Kazan, 1902) should also be consulted. 

3 P. V. Verkhovskoi, Uchrezhdenie dukhovnoi kollegii i dukhoinyi regalmeni: k 
i 'oprosy oh ouinshenii iserkvi i gosndarslra v Rossii , 2 vols (Roslov on ihe Don, 1916). 
The work is divided into two pans. Verkhovskoi wrole an exiensive introduciion to the 
first pait, which was composed of sLunmaries of the views held by many historians of the 
Petrine church reforms. Pan one then went on to give an extensive interpretativc history 
of the relations beiween the church and the State in imperial Russia. The second part of 
the work is a collection of important documents relaling to the issues of church reform in 
the eighieenlh century. 

4 A. S. Pavlov, "Otnoshenie tserkvi k gosudarstvu,” Bogoslovskii vestnik 
(Febmary, 1902), p. 213. 
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medieval past, and some others began the story as early as the eighth cen- 
tury B.C. The most popular starting point was the fourth century A.D. in the 
Byzantine Empire. In their explanations of the relationship between the 
Church and the State in Russia, for example, both Suvorov and Berdnikov 
continued a polemical exchange that had its roots in their earlier disagree- 
ments over the relationship between the Church and the State in Byzantium. 
Russian church-state affairs, in their opinions, unfolded as a sort of exten- 
sion of what had been firmly established over six hundred years before the 
Christianization of Rus took place in 988. 

Suvorov’s approach was quite direct. He treated the Russian Church 
during what he called its Metropolitan period, from 988 to the Council of 
Florence in 1439, as a branch of the patriarchal trunk rooted in Constan- 
tinople, whcre the real source of authority was fixed in the form of the 
Byzantine emperor. 5 The Russian metropolitan (head of an ecclesiastical 
province) was appointed by the hierarchy in Constantinoplc, Suvorov em- 
phasized, and he was usually a Greek. Furthennore, the young Russian 
Church also showed its lack of autonomy by referring difficult or embar- 
rassing problems that arose between the Church and the princes of Russia 
to Constantinople for Solutions. Even stronger evidence of Russian Ortho- 
doxy’s dependent status could be seen in its lack of creative energy in the 
realm of church law. Neither the Russian clergy nor the early Russian 
princes, according to Suvorov, acted as legislators in matters of church 
organization or management, and when written codes goveming church 
discipline and court procedurę finally did appear, they were merely Slavic 
translations of the Greek nomocanons, which consisted of Byzantine impe¬ 
rial regulations regarding the Church and excerpts from the Pentateuch. 6 As 


Suvoi'ov, Kurs. I, p. 135. Suvorov divided his work on the early history of the 
Russian Church into two limę periods, a Metropolitan era, exiending from the offtcial 
introduciion of Chrisiianity to Kiev in 988 to the mid-fifleeiuh century, and a Muscovile 
era, from the mid-fifteenth century to the enaclment of the Spiriltial Regulation in 1721. 
Other canonists nsed ihese same categories or else divided the linie into three pans. 
making a place for the period when Russia was recognized as a patriarchate (from 1589 
to 1721). The use of different chronological divisions. however, lield little importance for 
the legał and political arguments that were devetoped by the canonists. 

^ Ibid., pp. 304, 309-310. Various editious of the Greek nomocanons in Slavic 
translation had been circulating in Russia until they were collected. edited and published 
in an official text during the reign of Alexei Mikhailovich. They were tlien known as the 
Kormchaia kniga, the study of which was introduced into the curriculum of the Russian 
theological acndemies in 1798 at the reqttesi of Metropolitan Platon. M. Krasnozheu. 
Tserkovnoe pravo," Uchenyia zapiski imperaiorskago inr'evskago universiieia (1907), 
No. 1, pp. 85-86, 117. In the ninetecnth century, the study of the Kormchaia kniga 
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a legislative body, the Russian Church was stenie, which pointed directly to 
the conclusion that the promulgation of laws and the enforcement of church 
discipline came from another center. 

To his critics, who pointed to the Vladintir Sobor of 1274 and the letters 
of medieval Russian bishops as pieces of local ecclesiastical legislation, as 
well as signs of Russian church autononty with respect to the State, Suvorov 
insisted that Kirill III did not hołd a legislative session in 1274. The 
Vladimir Sobor was not a canonical council but an accident, hurriedly con- 
voked to make temporary repairs in church discipline which had been se- 
verely shaken by the sudden and violent action of the Mongols. As to the 
letters of bishops like Nifort of Novgorod (1130-1156), Suvorov saw in 
them only morał instructions or norms not legislative acts. 7 “Unlike West¬ 
ern Europę,” according to Suvorov, “where letters of bishops had the force 
of law, the letters of Russian clergymen had and were seen to have only a 
spiritual dimension.” 8 Suvorov did allow room in his neatly organized ar¬ 
gument for the political independence and local power of the Russian 
princes themsekes, who ruled throughout the East Slavic lands and who 
also maintained some influence over the Church. He conceded that the 
princes kept a hand in church business, especially in cases of appointing 
bishops and creating new dioceses, but in taking these actions they were 
merely filling the considerable political void opened to them by an eccle- 
siatical tradition that already acknowledged a secular authority as the head 
of the Church. The princes ruled freely in medieval Russia, but they rarely 
overstepped the bounds that protected the place of the Byzantine emperor 
in his capacity as the true head of the Orthodox Church. 

During the Muscovite period, from the mid-fifteenth century to the en- 
actment of the Spiritual Regulation in 1721, a much larger void was created 
in Orthodox legał and political ecclesiastical life by the collapse of Byzan- 


received unexpected encouragement In the Russian seminaries Irom Comu N. A. 
Procasov, the Ober Procuralor of the lloly Synod during the reign of Nicholas I. The 
Count and the regime were interested in reviving the popularity of indigenous writings 
(regardless of their real origins) to supporl the emperor’s nationalislic theories. The 
Protasov (revised) edilion was published in 1839 and was entitled Kniga pravil. The lasl 
edition of the Kormchaict kniga to be published in the Russian empire was released by 
the Holy Synod in 1885. Aidan Nichols, OP, Theology in the Russian Diaspora: Church, 
Fathers, Eucharisi in Nikolai Afanas’ev (1893-1966) (Cambridge, 1989), p, 13. Readers 
may also wish to consult Caesarius Tondini. The Pope of Ronie and the Popes of the 
Oriental Orthodox Church, 2nd, ed, (London. 1875), pp. 57-61. 

7 Suvorov, “Tserkovnoe pravo,” p. 532. 

8 Suvorov, Kurs, I, p. 314-315. 
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tine power, but this gap was quickly fillcd by the tsars of Moscow. Accord- 
ing to Suvorov, the significant events in this shift of legislative authority 
included the rejection of the Council of Florence (1439) by Vasili the 
Blind, with the subsequent arrest of the Greek Metropolitan Isidore, and the 
defeat of the Byzantine military forces by the Turks in 1453, which left the 
Church without its head; the movement of the metropolitan office from 
Vladimir to Moscow in 1328, during the struggle against Lithuania, was a 
harbinger of the important changes that followed a century laler. By the 
time the Stoglav Sobor met in 1551, the metamorphosis of the Muscovite 
Grand Princc from local Orthodox Christian rtiler to Basilcus was com- 
plete. In 1551 Ivan IV acted not simply as an observer in church affairs but 
as its proprietor. He called the Sobor into session on his own initiative, pre- 
sented its members with his own agenda and madę it elear that he sought 
only counsel not controversy. Suvorov quoted M. Karamzin on the Stoglav 
assembly: “This Church legislation belongs morę to the tsar than to the 
clergy.” 9 The presence of clergymen in high government posts at that time 
and later did not indicate a need to alter these conclusions, because it was 
understood by everybody in Moscow that the State ruled the Church even if 
a State office happened to be occupied by a figurę wearing a clerical 
habit. i0 Had Snvorov lived long enough to study the notes of the younger 
canonist Pavel Verkhovskoi, he might have madę use of his description of 
Patriarch Filaret (1619-1634) as having been “morę tsar than patriarch.” 

The inevitable conclusion to this development, according to Suvorov, 
came with the establishment of the Spiritual College by Peter the Great in 
1721. This strictly government legislation, removing the so-called head of 
the Church (the patriarch) and replacing him with a council of bishops con- 
trolled by the tsar, showed clearly that Peter was indeed the head of the 
Church and the true source of church legislation. The paltem imposed by 
Constantine and Justinian in Byzantium was now uudeniably entrenched in 
Russia. 

The facts compiled by Berdnikov to develop his analysis of the Russian 
Church during the Metropolitan and Muscovite periods were similar to the 
ones assembled by Suvorov, but his thesis brought readers to an altogether 
different conclusion. Berdnikov agreed with Suvorov that Byzantine politi- 
cal and ecclesiastical pattems prevailed in Russia during the early centuries 


9 Suvomv, Kurs. I, pp. 324-325. 142. 

10 Suvovov, Kurs , II, pp. 490-494. 



J46 


John D. Basil 


following the conversion of 988. Worldly dccisions were exclusively the 
preserve of the political authorities. 11 The Church madę no effort to com- 
pete against royal authority in Russia any morę than it did in Byzantium 
and it cooperated closely with the governments of the princes in exchange 
for protection and support. He also found the Russian Church of the metro- 
politan period to have been subservient to the Greek hierarchy in Constan- 
tinople. The Russian people were received into the Christian fold as a pro- 
tege of the Byzantine Church and it was no surprise to discover that politi¬ 
cal traditions formed in the mother Church were accepted along with the 
faith. The Church in Russia was a branch of the Byzantine Church. so it 
entered into a league with the secular powers in exchange for protection in 
the great task of the developing the spiritual life of the people. 12 

On questions of church autonomy and the Church’s legał life, 
Berdnikov separated from the views of his rival. The young Church of Kiev 
enjoyed the same inner freedom from worldly power, he insisted, as had 
been the case in Byzantium. Furthermore, this independence extended into 
the Muscovite period: “The power of the political authorities in church 
affairs was rare in the earliest periods of Russian history as it was also rare 
in the Muscovite period.” 13 Berdnikov went on to challenge Suvorov’s 
contention that legał sterility was a fcature of the early Russian Church. The 
Russian sobors did promulgate legislation, and he cited as evidence the 
long list of laws collected by the renowned canonist A. S. Pavlov and 
published in St. Petersburg in 1880. 14 Moreover, the legislation enacted at 
the Vladimir Sobor of 1274, dismissed by Suvorov as accidental, had 
substantial practical value from a legał perspective. 15 The pronouncements 
of Russian bishops were also legislation of a ccrtain variety, and the 
meeting of the Stoglav Sobor, which proved so useful to Suvorov as 
evidence of lvan IV’s control over the Church, Berdnikov used to 


11 Berdnikov. Kratkii kurs. II. pp. 825-827. 

12 Ibid., p. 832. 

13 Berdnikov, Osnovii\iii. p. 378. 

H A. S. Pavlov. Pamiatniki drevne-msskago kanonicheskago prava (Sl. 
Petersburg, 1880). Pavlov’s death in 1898 prevented him from engaging in the debate 
among Berdnikov, Suvorov and Zaozersky at the Presobor Council of 1906. 

13 The catitiou.s M. Krasno/.hen. a professor of canon law at the University of 
Iur’ev, gave some support to Berdnikov’s vicws on the Vladimir Sobor by listing it 
among the important sottrees of Russian church law. Ile also madę it elear that the results 
of the sobors that had been held in Russia shoutd be considered as ecclesiastical 
legislation. Krasnozhen. ‘Tserkovnoe pravo,” p. 118. 
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strengtben his own posilion that the tsar occupied no such place. Ivan did 
cali the bishops into session and they did discuss his agenda, but the tsar 
did not consider himself the sovereign over church matters and consistently 
called the bishops his fathers and himself their spiritual son. 16 

According to Berdnikov, Suvorov repeated in this work on the Russian 
Church the same error he had madę in his analysis of the ecclesiastical laws 
of the Byzantine empire. He saw only the secular authority, because only 
the secular authorities published the public statues. He was dazzled by the 
political leadership that printed the legislation. 17 Bcrdnikov believed, how- 
ever, that evidencc of this kind did not signify the legislative and political 
impotence of the Church. In this aspect of his argument, he introduced what 
may be called the element of delerence. The Russian political authorities 
voluntarily rendered respect to the Church, which left the Church with a 
considerable sphere of autonomy all of its own and a considerable influence 
over State policy. One was obliged to look beyond the printed laws pub¬ 
lished by the govemment, thereforc, in order to understand the true legał 
place of the Church in society. Deference, in this regard, is not an exlra 
legał argument, but one that must be includcd in any accurate assessment 
aimed at calculating the true source of ecclesiastical as well as secular 
legislation. Of course, respect of this great magnitude could only take form 
in circumstances where cooperation between the Church and the State was 
very close, and Berdnikov readily accepted the fact that the state played an 
important role in the history of Russian Orthodoxy. 18 

The strong presence of classicists among Russian canonists does not 
mean that all legał scholars who participated in the ecclesiastical reform 
debates of the early twentieth century fell the nced to tracę the relations 
between the Church and the Russian state to ancient Rotne or Byzantium. 
An example of this exception was I. I. Sokolov who argued that the Russian 
Church received only the external forms of Byzantine Orthodoxy in its non- 
theological or external life but that it never became Byzantine. Paul Verkh- 
ovskoi who taught canon law at the Russian Imperial University in Warsaw 
also believed that the legał and political problems facing the Orthodox 
Church in Russia should begin with a study of the modern period of Rus¬ 
sian history. Verkhovskoi received his early training in church schools and 


16 Berdnikov, Osnovnyia. pp. 374-375, 379. 

17 Ibid., p 373. 

18 /W.,pp. 381-382. 
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completed his advanced work at the University of St. Petersburg, where he 
studied under the direction of the canonist M. I. Gorchakov.’9 His principal 
contribution to the body of ecclesiastical legał writing in Russia was the 
Establishment of the Spiritual College and the Spiritual Regulation: Ques- 
tions about the Relation between Church and State in Russia; the publi- 
cation of the manuscript had its own fascinating history, having reached 
completion at the same time the German army was entering Warsa w in 
1915. Verkhovskoi also wrote several minor works, which were devoted to 
an understanding of the legał problems facing the Church. Verkhovskoi did 
not participate in the Pre-Sobor sessions of 1906, but the hypotheses he 
presented in his scholarship borę strong resemblances to many of the re- 
sponses voiced by delegates who did attend. 

For Verkhovskoi, the mutual and very close relationship between the 
Church and the state began in fiftcenth century Moscow, and at its strong 
base stood the conviction of religious faith. 20 Verkhovskoi acknowledged 
that versions of this same type of close imion between secular and sacred 
powers could be found elsewhere in history, in Byzantium, for example, or 
even earlier in Russia itself, but not until the defeat of the Tatars in 1480 
were the conditions ripe for its emergence in a modern form. At that mo¬ 
ment, the tsar became completely free and was able to decide for himself 
the direction of his government’s policy, and he chose the same path 
walked by the Church. When the Muscovite state madę the salvation of 
man through the imitation of Christ its chief aim, it hegan to share the goals 
and the unqualified support of the Orthodox Church. Church and state 
became inseparable only because both shared the same religious vision. 
Berdnikov also accepted a version of this conclusion, although, as we have 
seen, he ascribed its presence in Russia to a theory inherited from 
Byzantium rather than a union bom from domestic Christianity. 


*9 M. I. Gorchakov wrote the aniele on the Iloly Synod for the Entsiklopedicheskii 
slovar. Tom XXX. Ist ed (St. Petersburg, 1900), pp. 38-42. In his understanding of the 
relalions between the Church and the state in late imperial Russia, Gorchakov tell inio 
the same generał category with Zaozersky and Berdnikov. He recognized the formal 
Western character of the Romanov government that had grown from the reforms of Peter 
the Greal, but he rejected the conclusion that the Church as a spiritual body carrying out 
its mission had been adversely effected. In addilion, he believed that the Church was 
fully entitled to stand as a juridically independent society. N. N. Glubokovskii, Russkaia 
bogoslovskaia nauka v eia isioricheskom razviiia; i novieshem sosioiami (Warsaw, 
1928), p. 60. 

20 Verkhovskoi, Uchrezhdenie, I, p. 15. 
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Verkhovskoi had no trouble finding evidence that Lhe new union had 
taken place or that it brought with it far reaching legał ramifications. The 
church regulations, morał or legał, were now willingly enforced by lhe 
Orthodox tsar, and the Church, in return, madę ohedience of the tsar a tenet 
of faith. Verkhovskoi cited the actions of Bishop Gennadii of Novgorod in 
1488 who expected the State to punish the heretical enemies of the Church, 
because Gennadii believed that the tsar understood that tsars had been se- 
lected by God to exercise power in the Russian Orthodox world. Verkh- 
ovskoi then went on to discuss a long linę of Russian eleries and political 
leaders who lived and wrote from the late fifteenth century to the reign of 
Peter the Great. They all believed that worldly pow'er in Russia was being 
used willingly by the isar for God’s purposes. The union and the belief be- 
hind it rested at the base of the theory that Moscow was the Third Romę, 
the seat of God’s earthly Office, and it inspired such diverse figures as 
Joseph Sanin, Maxim the Greek, Makarii, the chief clerical advisor to Ivan 
IV, and Tsar Alcxei Mikhailovich. 21 Two separale and independent institu- 
tions had come together to accomplish one lofty aim, so Verkhovskoi could 
conclude that the idea of a public life without the presence of the Church or 
an important ecclesiastical action without the influence of the tsar was for- 
eign to the Russian mind. 

From this perspective, of course, a critic from outside the Russian world 
could not hope to see a elear legał linę which distinguished the Church on 
one sidc and the tsar on the other. In fact, in the early history of Muscovite 
Russia nobody tried to draw this linę, nor was its exact location of much 
importance in a country where the Orthodox Church and the Orthodox 
political ruler worked together toward what both pillars of society saw as 
the same sacred end. In the religious traditions of the people, the tsar had 
received from God the power to enforce all the laws, but the exercise of this 
power did not remove the jtiridical rights of the Church. which served the 
govemment as the ultimate source of truth. Of course, the Church’s 
juridical position was really a matler of very little concern, because the tsar 
was conscious of his principle reason for entering a holy league with the 
clergy. In other words, the Church had no need to use its juridical rights as 
long as the tsar shared its vision of salvation. Verkhovskoi’s clarity on the 
religious character of the niutual bond between the Orthodox Church and 
the Muscovite State makes it easy to see how certain Western historians 


21 Ibid., t. p. 17-27. 
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cotild incorrectly intcrpret churchmen likc Joseph Sanin as having been 
little morę than spokesmen for tsarist absolutism. 22 

In this regard, Muscovite Russia stood in siark contrast against Western 
Europę during a comparable period of religious consciouness. Between the 
years 1000 and 1500, when secular and lay authorities in the West were in 
agreement about the eternal character of human life, the Roman Church was 
at odds with the native political rulers. The Church and the State were 
sharply separated in the legał and judicial realms. By the time a union (of 
sorts) between church and statc in Europę was achieved, the Christian relig¬ 
ious essence of the royal governments was opcn to question, and the prag- 
matic binding of the two institutions in the early modern period created 
tensions that were to explode during the French Revolution. The absence of 
serious conflict between Church and State in Russia also helps to explain 
why Moscow produced no canonists of the stalure of Ivo of Chartres or 
Gratian, whose codifications of law in the West were needed to explain 
where the political and legał power of the Church began and where the 
power of the kings and dukes ended. The Russian canonists arrived much 
later, in the late nineteenth century, when the Orthodox clergy began to 
suspect that the time had finałly arrived to mark the linę between the 
Church and the State, a linę that required no great entphasis in the past 
centuries. 

Despite his useful insight on this issue, Verkhovskoi himself ultimately 
concluded that the joint venture with the State was a mixed blessing for the 
Russian Orthodox Church. Although it was canonically sound and certainly 
not a surrender of church legał independence, it tied the Church to the State 
in a way that brought negative as well as positive results. In the close un¬ 
ion, the government protected the Church from having to do battle against 
many worldly enemies, which helped to accelerate the spread of Christian- 
ity, but almost immediately the effectiveness of this protection lulled the 
clergy, especially the hierarchy, into a slumber. The result was the aban- 
donment of ecclesiastical initiative in secular affairs and the acceptance of 
wealth and rank awarded to the church hierarchy by the State. A growing 
collection of so-called privileges hecame a threat to the spiritual health of 
the Church, and the bestowal of many gifts eventually allowed Moscow’s 
political authorities too free a hand in strictly church affairs. Too many 


2 - Robert Suippcrich, Stiuitsgedanke wid Religionspolitik Peters des Grossen 
(Berlin, 1936). pp, 13-15. 
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bishops grew attached to materiał possessions and wasted their energy on 
efforts to keep them in tact once the tsar decided to confiscate church 
holdings for strictly worldly purposes. Moreover, the union left the church 
organization at the mercy of the State, which ecclesiastical officials consis- 
tently identified with the tsar, not with the boyars or with any other group 
of advisors. If the head of the State proved ambitious or fickle, the church 
administration would still be obliged to render support. 23 Extrication from a 
union with a powerful sovereign who was recognized as the sole supervisor 
of secular affairs would prove difficult, particularly because the union had 
been madę voluntarily and accepted as legally sound. 

Verkhovskoi’s wariness of the close agreement between the Church and 
the State during the Muscovite period of Russian history helps to mark his 
own position in the debates of the twentieth century. He saw the Church as 
a spiritual institution ready to release its juridical rights and obligations to 
the State only in circumstances that benefited its mission of salvalion, and 
one in which the freedom to perform pastorał and spiritual obligations 
without inhibiting political restraints was of utmost importance. He admired 
the sacrifices and religious strength of the non-possessing church elders 
like Nil Sorsky and Maxim the Greek who had criticized the wealth of the 
official Church as a dangerous temptation. He did not agree with the vision 
of Joseph Sanin, the fifteenth century Russian bishop, or Alexander Kireev, 
the Neo-slavophile of late imperial Russia, both of whom saw the link 
holding the Church and the State together as a perfect Christian ideał. For 
Verkhovskoi they were simple historical facts, a series of sequential events 
in religious and legał history that contained both good and bad features for 
the Orthodox Church of Russia. He was also quick to point out when, in his 
opinion, its usefulncss came to an end. 

According to Verkhovskoi, contradictions in the relationship between 
the Church and the State reached a most troublesome stage in the late seven- 
teenth century. Besct with many worldly problems, the State was trying to 
solve them by encroaching ever morę often on the independence and the 
wealth of the Church. At the same time, the Russian clergy was in great 
need of a higher level of education; the pressure was inereasing from West¬ 
ern Europę to conform to standards that were not set by the Orthodox faith, 
but they were standards that were scholastically much higher than those 
used in Russia. Into this picture camc Nikon, a “cruel and grasping” 


23 Ibid., I, pp. 38-42. 
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churchman who tried to resolve the conlradictions by introducing a bold 
new system, but one that was quite alien and out of place in the Russian 
tradition. 

In considering the clash between Alexei Mikhailovich and Nikon, 
Verkhovskoi used many of the facts gathered by N. Th. Kapterev, the anti- 
Nikonian historian of Eastern Church History who taught at the Moscow 
Theological Academy in the late nineteenth and early twcntieth centuries, 
but his conclusions concentrated on the legał consequences of the issues. 24 
In Verkhovskoi’s opinion, Nikon met the problem of tsarist encroachment 
into the ecclesiastical world by introducing a special and untried procedurę 
into the legał life of the Russian Church. He tried to divide government 
power from church power and create a Russian Orthodox Church that was 
both separate from and politically superior to the tsar’s authority. This 
Nikonian schcme had its origins in the West. It was a papai ecclesiology, 
and it was abrasive to the Eastern Christology which correctly drew the 
Orthodox clergy away from the political life. In fact, according to both 
Verkhovskoi and Kapterev, the entirc political proposal of Nikon met with 
a negative response from the Russian priesthood. In the unlikely event that 
it might have succeeded, Verkhovskoi believed, the old agreement between 
the Church and the Muscovite government would have endcd and the 
clergy would have been reluctantly forced to enter into political competi- 
tion against the State. 25 

The conflict ended with the tsar victorious and Nikon in disgrace, but 
the turmoil it caused joined to new international circumstances and created 
what Verkhovskoi called a dangerous situation. The Muscovite State, now 
showing a strong interest in Western forms and beginning to forget its non- 
earthly goals altogether, grew suspicious of the recent political ambitions of 
the Church. At the same time, however, the government showed no will- 


24 Verkhovskoi used Kapterev’s Palriarkh Nikon i isar Aleksei Mikhailovich 
(Moscow, 1898). He also used the historical research of the canonist M. A. D'iakonov, 
Vlast’ nioskmskikli gosudarei (Sl. Petersburg, 1889), and E. E. Golubinskii, Istoriia 
ritsskoi tserkvi, (Moscow, 1909-1917). Ali the Russian canonisls used Ihese books and 
many others, as well as their own research to strenglhen and coniplete their argumems. 
Furthermore, they also madę exiensive use of the research of many German writers. 

25 This assessment of Nikon's ambitions deals only with his ideas on the 
relalionship between church and stale, which he probably fotind and developed during 
his periods of study in the highly Westernized atmosphere of Novgorod. Nikon’s 
theological views also caused conflict in Russia, particularly aniong the clergy, but he 
was influenced neither by Roman Catholicism nor Protestantisni in this area of his 
thought. Verkhovskoi, Uchrezlulenie, I, pp. 43-45. 
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ingness to release the Church from the many ties fonnally madę between 
Orthodox clergymen and a once deeply religious political aulhority. Into 
this unstable cultural, religious and legał world, Peter the First ascended to 
the Romanov throne. 

On the surfacc, the canonists of late imperial Russia issued no strong 
challenge to the generally accepted body of evidence that was known about 
Peter the Great’s ecclesiastical reforms. They agreed, for example, that the 
changes brought about by the implementation of the Spiritual Regulation in 
1721 wcre the result of a complieated process that included both Peter’s 
interest in Western technical achievernents and sonie Western political 
forms and ideas. They also noted his fears that an independent political 
power may have emerged in the Russian Orthodox Church. And they saw 
the church reform as only a part of a much wider plan designed to reorgan- 
ize the entire structure of government with the aim of establishing a 
stronger and in many ways a new concept of service to the State. 

Perhaps most important, they all accepted the claims of canonical cor- 
rectness as they were applied to the Reform. 26 Peter’s scrupulous efforts to 
obtain the approval of the Eastern patriarchs for the foundation of the 
Spiritual College were noted with approval in the canonists’ surveys of the 
topie (only the Metropolitan of Serbia failed to respond to Peter’s request 
for sanction). 27 What disagreements did arise among the canonists of late 
imperial Russia regarding the changcs introduced in the early eighteenth 
century were a matter of special emphasis on one event or another and on 
how to interpret the period between Peter the Great and the contemporary 
period of Russian ecclesiastical history. Questions of fact did not become 
issues, and Georges Florovsky’s contention that Verkhovskoi “as a canon- 
ist” was constrained to describe the situation after the great reform as un- 
canonical is not supported by the evidence. 

Ambiguity would best characteri/.e Zaozcrsky’s interpretation of Peter 
the Great and his ecclesiastical reforms, not throtigh lhe canonistks own 
faultiness of expression but because he saw both positive and negative 
elements in the changes of 1721. His chapter entitled, “The Synodal-State 
Form of Church Administration,” was an eflort to emphasize the good 
aspects of conciliar church govemment when exercised in cooperation with 


26 Ibid., 1. p. dxxviii. 

27 James Cracraft, The Church Reform of Peter the Great (Stanford. 1971), pp- 
224-225, analyzes ilie motives behind lhe Easiern patriarchs' responses in Peier. 
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the State, which he felt Peter had given to Russia, as opposed to single Of¬ 
fice autocratic leadership combined with clerical competition against the 
State. At the same time, however, Zaozersky wrote only critical words about 
Peter himself, and traced many of the shortcomings of the Church of his 
own day back to the early eighteenth century . 28 

Standing by itself, according to Zaozersky, the Spiritual Regulation es- 
tablished a formal legał pattern that improved upon the ancient Byzantine 
arrangements that had prevailed in Russia sińce the conversion at Kiev in 
988. The new legislation carefully describcd for the first time the lirnits of 
action and the duties that separated the clergy front government bureau- 
crats. Zaozersky believed that the overlapping of tasks between the Church 
and State had often dragged the Byzantine and early Muscovite clergy into 
worldly governmental affairs, and in 1721 this mistake was corrected. 
Moreover, the Regulation introduced badly needed administrative order 
into the Church, and held out the promise that funds would be madę avail- 
able for the desperately needed education of the clergy, and, under sonie 
circumstances, still gave the Church hierarchy an authority equal to that the 
emperor’s advisors in secular matters. Certainly, the Regulation did not 
make the Church a captive of the State, and just as certainly, the continu- 
ation of the close working together of church and State was not objection- 
able . 

Unfortunately, the results of Peter’s efforts were disappointing and 
Zaozersky believed that the reasons began with the Entperor himself. He 
was not a Justinian, inspired by a desire to establish a Christian kingdom on 
earth, but a ntisanthrope in search of any and all novelties that would force 
Russians to serve the monarch. It was the unhealthy antbitions of Nikon 
that had agitated Peter and alerted hint to the potential dangers of a politi- 
cized church, but it was the seductive lure of the West with its theories of 
natural law that proved most usefiil in fulfilling his quite secular antbitions 
(particularly Leibniz, according to Zaozersky), and it was in the superficial 
egoist Feofan Prokopovich that Peter found the ntan needed to force the 
royal will on the Orthodox clergy. 

The greatest dantage to the Church, however, cante not front Peter’s 
legislation or Feofan’s hypocrisy, both of which were harmless to the inter- 
nal doctrines and freedont of the Church. but in the gradual growth of 
worldliness and even atheism at the eighteenth century Russian court. This 


28 Zao/.erskii, O iserkovnni vlasii, pp. 316-370. 
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drift away from religious thcmes and praclices among the ruling classes 
brought contempt for the Church, which could do little under the particular 
form given to the new legislation to prevent a long slide into poverty, igno- 
rance and bureaucratic formalism. 

The sorrowful outcome was not the fault of the Holy Governing Synod, 
initially called the Spiritual College, nor the legislation that had created it. 
It was the fault of religious indifference, slavishly copied by the dvoriane 
who found it coiled among the many other fashions they indiscriminately 
adopted from the West. The Orthodox Church had no principled opposition 
to the structure of Peter’s reforms, sińce Christianity was not a champion of 
any form of governinent (including democracy). In fact, the religious re- 
vival in Russia, which Zaozersky saw taking place in nineteenth and early 
twentieth century Russia, was unfolding under the supervision of the Holy 
Synod. The bishops needed only to establish stronger contact with Christian 
Russia by doing away with the bureaucratic obstacles that had been accu- 
mulating in the chancellery and had separated the hierarchy from the local 
churches. This purge could be best accomplished by reinstituting the peri- 
odic sohor of the whole Church of Russia as a legislative body, and Zaozer¬ 
sky left little doubt that the Synod’s Office of OherProcurator was in need 
of extensive curtailment if a church sobor was to meet its legislative and 
governing obligations. 2 ^ 

Consistent with his analysis of the Byzantine Church, Zaozersky denied 
that Peter stripped away the legał freedom of the Russian Church. The 
emperor did give the outer form of the Church the “character of a State 
institution,” and in that limited sense madę it a department of the State ad- 
ministration, but this change did not make the Church and the State a single 
entity. The Church was still free to carry out its mission, which itself gave a 
elear denial to the importancc Peter placed on worldly aims and practical 
actions. God dirccts our Church, Zaozersky concluded, not Caesar, even if 
Caesar happened to be a crucial figurę in its daily life. Unlike Alexis de 
Tocqucvillc. Zaozeisky did not believe that human liberty is most funda- 
mentally political liberty. Moreover, the importancc of the ChurctTs divine 
leadership in his political and legał philosophy gave Zaozersky’s writings a 
theological character much stronger than one finds in either Suvorov or 
Verkhovskoi. 


Zhurnah' i protokoły zosedonii vysochaishe uchrezhdemmgo predsobornago 
pnsntstviia. 1 (Si. Petersburg. 1906). p. 170. 
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A version of this complex position was also held by Ilia Berdnikov, 
although he was inclined to stress the influence of Samuel Pufendorf rather 
than Leibniz as the heaviest Western influence on Peter, particularly in re- 
gard to the writing of the Spiritual Regulation. Peter was overpowered by 
an interest in strictly political matters which brought about the formation of 
the Spiritual College and legally deprived the Church of all influence in the 
realm of government affairs. According to Berdnikov, this change gave 
cause to think that the Church had been absorbed into the State administra- 
tion and that lines formally separating the secular authorities front the in- 
ternal life of the Church had been completely erased. lt also left the im- 
pression that whatiwcr power the Church enjoyed originated with the 
State. 30 

Such conclusions, however, were distorted images of the rcal outcome 
of events, because the essential aspects of relations between the Church and 
the State changed very little in 1721. Berdnikov believed that the only sig- 
nificant alteration madę hy Peter obligated the Church leadership, first un- 
der the name of the Spiritual College and then as the Holy Synod, to seck 
the approval of the secular authorities before its own legislation could be 
approved for enforcement throughout the the empire. In fomier periods of 
Russian history, this approval was not rcquired, although Berdnikov be- 
lieved that in most cases pre-Petrine ecclesiaslical legislation did meet with 
the confirmation of the tsar. Peter did not reduce the Church to a non-ju- 
ridical status and the Synod retained its right to formulate legislation up to 
the present day.3t 

It would be a mistake, however. to conclude that Berdnikov saw little or 
no reason to criticize the reforms of Peter and the activity of the Romanov 
government after Peter. The enthusiasm with which he wrote of the Mus- 
covite and Byzantine periods is not present in his review of the Synodal 
period, indicating criticism of the Petrine reforms. Certainly. the deference 
he saw willingly given by the State toward religious leaders prior to the 
eighteenth century, which Berdnikov considered to be such an important 


30 Berdnikov, Kralkii kurs. II, 2nd ed. pp. 868-874. 

31 I. Berdnikcw, Osnowiyia. pp. 380-382. Berdnikov did not considcr that the 
reforms of Alexander 1 or the changes associated with the ministry of Count Protasov 
altered the overa]l piclure painted in 1721, which showed an independent church. At the 
same tinie. however, and in the same ambiguous mood of Zaozersky. he did State that 
without the fuli coopcration of the piotts tsar of Russia the refonns wotild have left the 
Church in a difficult position. 
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feature in the legał life of the Eastem Church, is not mentioned in his 
discussions of the post 1721 years. In fact, he madę a special point of 
describing the motives of the Russian emperors in terms of profit or 
political power, if he described theni at all. Furthermore, his legał history of 
the synodal period is mechanical and almost devoid of passion. It is perhaps 
unwise to draw too many conclusions based on what historians have chosen 
not to include in their books, but in the case of Berdnikov it seems that the 
absence of evidence and feeling at this point has significance. One might 
also remark that the later editions of Berdnikov’s work were morę critical 
of Peter the Great than earlier editions had been, although this change of 
opinion on Peter did not alter his basie hypothesis about the positive 
relations between the Church and the State in modern Russia. The 
introduction of the Spiritual Regulation had taken place well within the 
bounds of legał and canonical tradition. and it did not remove the right of 
the Church to initiate its own legislation. The twenlieth century Russian 
Orthodox Church was a fully canonical institution, and all plans for change 
to its outer structure or its intcmal life would have to begin on that basis. 

N. S. Suvorov was the third important canonist whose interpretations of 
Peter’s ecclesiastical reforms began with a comparison to classical settings, 
and his description of the political events and intellectual changes of early 
modem Russia were consistent with his description of the relations between 
the Orthodox Church and the State during the Byzantine and Muscovite 
periods. In fact, among all the canonists who stressed the importance of 
Byzantine studies, Suvorov found the least degree of influence in Peteris 
acts. For Suvorov, the Eastern Christian tradition had never drawn a linę 
between Church and State, even one as winding and obscure as the one 
detected by Berdnikov and Zaozersky. In these societies, the only organiza- 
tion was the government, which containcd both a political (autocratic) and 
a morał (Orthodox) dimension. The promulgation of the Spiritual Regula¬ 
tion in 1721 did not alter this pattern. It merely brought fresh philosophical 
justifications and new bureaucratic procedures to replace the old styles. 32 

Anybody who was looking for a legał separation between the Church 
and the State, according to Suvorov, would be obliged to examine the his¬ 
tory of the Roman Catholic Church, and Peter had in mind no such model 
for Russia. He admired the service State of modern Western Europę that had 
emerged front the territorial laws enacted during the Protestant Reformation 


32 Suvoiov, Kurs , I, pp. 150-151. 
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and the natural law theories devised in the seventeenth century, Suvorov 
agreed, and Peter promoted these principles in Russia with the hope of 
squeezing a maximum of loyalty and energy from the Russian people, in- 
cluding the clergy, for use in strictly secular projeets. But his overall ac- 
complishment in the ecclesiastical realni was merely to hang Western trap- 
pings on an Eastem frame. Moreover, it was an act that presented no sharp 
contradictions to the legał culture of the old Russian Orthodox world. 33 

At the same time, Peter never forgot the morał traditions of the Hast nor 
the legał obligations that accompanied tliem. The Byzantine-Muscovite 
practices that bound the tsar to the Church and its canons for religious rea- 
sons remained in force in spite of the fresh imprint of Western innovations. 
Among these duties were the obligations to protect and support the Ortho- 
dox religion, both as a member of the congregation and as the head of State, 
to enforce the regulations of the Church among the population, and to dedi- 
cate the govemment to the task of the ultimate redemption of mankind. Nor 
did Suvorov discern a change in direction taken by the Romanovs follow- 
ing Peter. Only Alexander I tried to stretch the fabric of the ancient agree- 
ment beyond its capacity when he placed all Christian faiths on an equal 
footing in the empire. For a short time Orthodoxy became only one of sev- 
eral official religions and Alexandcr donned the mantle of super Christian. 
This effort could make no headway in Russia, according to Suvorov, and it 
was quickly and easily abandoned after Alexander’s death. Persons of non- 
Orthodox faith were tolerated in Russia, but in order to achieve satisfactory 
results in the system the tsar and the head of the Orthodox Church had to be 
one and the same person. Effective rule was impossible without this un- 
ion. 34 

Suvorov continued in this same vein at the Pre-Sobor council that met in 
1906 to discuss the reform of the Russian Orthodox Church. He wondered 
how Zaozersky and Berdnikov could discuss radical changes in the man- 
agement of the Church without considcring the person of the emperor, 
Nicholas II, as the head of the Church and as the head of the now Western- 
ized state bureaucracy. Delegation of power to church officials by an inde- 


33 Suvorov, Kurs. II. pp. 492. 

34 N. S. Suvorov. Uchelmik lserkovuogo prava. 2nd. ed. (Moscow, 1902), pp. 210- 
211. The idea that the tsar must be an Oilhodox Christian if the system was to continue 
in use was held strongly by most canonists even if tliey did not agree with Suvorov’s 
concepl of the Chtirch’s place wilhin the government power. Krasno/.hen, “Tserkovnoe," 
pp. 128-129. 
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pendent All-Russian Sobor was impossible. The legał delegation of author- 
ity in the Russian and Byzantine traditions could be action carried out only 
by the head of the State. He readily agreed that Orthodoxy itself could live 
in health and legally independent of the State outside the Russian historical 
setting, as it did in Japan and Greece, but no such situation was possible 
within a legał tradition that knew only subordination to the statc. 35 The 
Church could not change its relationship with the State nor could it under- 
take substantial internal reform unless 600 years of history were instantly 
abolished. In a characteristic speech delivered at the Pre-Sobor council, Su- 
vorov once again discussed the predicament of the Russian Orthodox 
Church in terms of its Byzantine political and religious heritage. Division 
between the Church and the State, he reilerated, was a tradition of the West 
not the East. “In the East, Orthodoxy madę the effort to realize the Christian 
ideał in the State itself.” 36 

Verkhovskoi was the last of the canonists whose work was sufficiently 
thorough to serve as evidence of a canonist point of view on the question of 
the relations between the Church and the State in the late imperial period. 
He was younger than most of his colleagues, and, as a result, his research 
was conducted about ten years after the dates listed for the completed work 
of Zaozersky, Berdnikov, and Suvorov and as much as twenty years after 
the dates of P. A. Lashkarev’s publications supporting the statist position. 
His study of the Russian Orthodox Church in the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries did not appear until 1912, the monumental study on the estab¬ 
lishment of the Spiritual College not until 1916, and his commentary on 
Patriarch Tikhon in 1926. He was the only major canonist who was obliged 
to adjust to the new circumstances introduced by the Soviet regime. Never- 
theless, Verkhovskoi’s overall interpretation of Orthodoxy’s legał place in 
the empire was shared by sonie carlier and less prolific canonists. His views 
were generałly the same as the opinions held by A. S. Pavlov, for example, 
the best known among the Russian legał scholars. whose death in 1898 
prevented him from participating in the debates on Church reform that took 
place after the revolution of 1905. Verkhovskoi’s arguments also closely 
resembled the views consistently presented in 1906 at the Pre-Sobor 
Council by A. I. Almazov, a professor of Church Law at Novorossiisk 
University in Odessa. 


35 Zlmnuily, 1, pp. 190-203. 

36 Zhurnaly, I, p. 197. 
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Verkhovskoi’s interpretation deviated from the analyses presented by 
those canonists who were inclined to dismiss the impact that Peter the First 
madę on the Russian Church. In his opinion, the reforms of the early eight- 
eenth century introduced an entirely new chapter into the history of rela- 
tions between the Church and the stale, so they could not be easily analyzed 
as decorations or as a package of annoying regulations that failed to upset 
the ecclesiastical traditions of centuries past. Peter reduced a free Church to 
legał servitude and placed its priesthood firmly within the structure of the 
state’s service bureaucracy; the hlame for this catastrophc Verkhovskoi was 
inclined to place at the fcet of the hierarchy, softened by privilege and 
blinded by ignorance. Verkhovskoi stressed the importance of the former 
strong juridical place occupied by the Church in Russia, even though he 
madę no careful study of the pre-Petrine period, and then he went on to 
conclude that the restrictions set in place in 1721 allowed the government 
to meddle in spiritual affairs, forcing the Church to submit even in matters 
of dogma, morał teaching, theology and the liturgy. It was on this last point 
that Verkhovskoi separated most di.stinclly from Zaozersky and Berd- 
nikov. 37 

The reform of Peter the Great was even morę grave for the futurę of the 
Church then indicated by the losses it snffered at the hands of the govern- 
ment in the judicial and administrative realnts. At the base of the original 
agreement between the Church and the State in Russia, according to Verkh- 
ovskoi, stood the government’s voluntary decision to participate in the task 
of man’s spiritual redemption. For this reason, the Church had little to fear 
from the earlier tsars, regardless of sonie dreadful acts of brutality, because 
the Russian rulers believed that Christian salvation was the most important 
purpose for the existence of their political authority. Peter, on the other 
hand, brought to Russia a new concept of government and gave a new 
direction to the energies of the State, which the Orthodox Church could 
hardly be expected to endorse with its unlimited support. The other Russian 
canonists well understood Peter’s secular ambitions, but Verkhovskoi saw 
in Peter’s pursuit of the “conimon good” evidence of the governrnent’s 
change in goals, which eliminated whatever good reasons there were for 
maintaining the old Muscovite alliance between ecclesiastical and secular 


37 Verkhovskoi, UchrezJidenie. 1, pp. 684-686. A elear exposińon of A. S. 
Pavlov s views on ihe legał place of ihe Orthodox Church in laie imperial Russia can be 
fouml iu his Kurs iserkovnago praw (Moscow. 1902), pp. 269-272. and 506-513. 
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powers. 38 It was no longer simply a case of the Church enduring the moods 
of an easily distracted political ruler until his inevitable demise. The 
Church, after Peter, was stripped of its legał independence and at the same 
time remained tied to a government whose leaders had adopted a new ide- 
ology that considered the truths of the Church irrelevant and madę close 
Church support impossible to justify. 

To reinforce this interpretation, Verkhovskoi analy/.ed at great length 
the natural law theories and the new political practices coming into Russia 
from Western Europę as they appealed to Peter and as they were espoused 
by Feofan Prokopovich, Peter’s alter ego and the author of the Spiritual 
Regulation. According to Verhkovskoi, neither Peter nor Feofan recognized 
in church power any source of juridical independence, and, like the seven- 
teenth century English philosopher Thomas Hobbes, they allowed only the 
monarch to initiate and enforce legislation in his territory. Moreover, ac¬ 
cording to Verkhovskoi, Peter and Feofan were fully aware that the conse- 
quences of their thoughts and acts would be to eliminate the Church as the 
government’s legał and spiritual rival. They were fully aware that the so- 
called Eastern religious vision of the Orthodox Church differed substan- 
tially from their own, and they deliberately intended to free the government 
of morał standards established by the Church. 39 

In reaching these conclusions, Verkhovskoi left no stone unturned in 
search of evidence of the Western “secularizing” ideas and practices enter- 
tained in Peter’s mind, sonie of which, incidentally, were admired by the 
canonist himself; Verkhovskoi even cxamined the books catalogued in Feo¬ 
fan’s private library. It must be noted. of course, that by interpreting the 
facts in this fashion, Verkhovskoi’s judgments about the history of the rela- 
tions between the Church and the State in late imperial Russia were tied to a 
belief that Peter’s visions became a reality in Russia, and this belief was 
rejected by many canonists and historians of the period. It was far easier to 
find agreement on questions of Peter's motives than on questions about 
what Peter had actually left behind. 


38 Emphasis oa the govemment's cliange in goals dnring the reign of Peter the 
Great was later used by Amon Kartashev in his analysis of the relations between church 
and state in Russia. Ocherkipo istorii Russkoi tserkri, 2 vols (Paris, 1959), especially vol 
If p. 341. The point was also discussed by Alexander V. Muller, The Spiritual 
Regulation of Peter the Great (London. 1972), p, xxix. 

39 Verkhovskoi, Uchrezlidenie, 1, pp, 95, 122. 134, 248. 
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Verkhovskoi stopped just short of declaring the Petrine reforms to be 
uncanonical, but he was uneasy about how the Church could extricate itself 
from the unfavorable circumstances created in 1721.40 He described the 
situation as not normal. Legally, he believed, the Church of the early twen- 
tieth century was still tied closely to the state structure, and following the 
announcenient of the Manifesto of October 17, 1905, that structure in- 
cluded the Duma, which seated many members who were hostile to the 
values that directed both Christians and Russians. Verkhovskoi was skepti- 
cal of the efforts of some churchmen who proceeded to fashion a reform 
program as though the Duma could be ignored during the course of legał 
action designed to change the relationship between the Church and the State 
in Russia. After all, if the Romanov government voluntarily included the 
Duma as part of its administrative apparatus, then the power of elected 
Duma politicians extended automatically into the Church. 41 Clearly, Verkh- 
ovskoi was not blind to many of the problems that lay ahead for the Or- 
thodox Church in Russia. 

Which among the three major positions occupied by Russian canonists 
in the late imperial period on the question of church and State captured the 
loyalty of Orthodox reformers? The answer to this question is difficult to 
find, but the historian can describe the various positions that were held, 
what they had in common and how they were criticized. In this way, one 
might ascertain with some accuracy where the lawyers of the Russian 
Church stood before the revolution that hrought all discussion on the issue 
to a close, at least in Russia. 

Of the three key arguments on the question of the relationship between 
the Church and the State, Suvorov and Lashkarev represented the statist 
group, the standard bearers of the legacy of Peter the Great and Feofan 
Prokopovich, For these legalists, the only important institution in Russia 


40 Verkhovskoi went to some length to question the historical and legał links 
connecting the Holy Synod to the sobors of the early church and in this generał way 
suggested that the Synod was not canonical. His discussion, howcver, was not imended 
to cali into question the canonical validity of the acts of the Russian Orthodox Church 
during the period it was under the offical direction of the Synod. In this coniext, 
Verkhovskoi used as a supporting argument the conclusious reached by T. V. Barsov, a 
professor of canon law at the St. Petersburg Theological Academy. Verkhovskoi, 
Uchrezhdenie , I. 272-280. T. V. Barsov. Sviatieishii sinod u ego proshlom (Sl. 
Petersburg, 1896), especially pages 236-243, and Barsov’s article, “O nashem vysshem 
tserkovnom upravlenii," in Russkii vesmik (April, 1891). 

4 ' P. V. Verkhovskoi, O neobkhodimosti iziuenit' russkie osnovnye zakony v pol’zy 
z(ikonodateI’noi nezavisirnosti prcivoslavnoi russkoi tserkvi (Warsaw, 1912), pp, 9-14. 
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was the State, and apart from it the Orthodox Church had no judicial iden- 
tity. Their starting point was the belief that all legislative authority in soci- 
ety was initiated by the State, and whatever facts emerged from their re- 
search were simply wedged into place. Had Suvorov survived into the So- 
viet period (he died in 1909), he may well have seen Lunacharskii’s Com- 
missariat of Enlightenment as a continuation of the Most Holy Goveming 
Synod within a Communist framework, just as he had seen the Holy Synod 
itself as a Russian version of the Byzantine patriarchate. In his opinion, 
they were all servants of the secular power. Tn Russia, Suvorov concluded, 
the Church was a morał rather than a legał lorce. Lashkarev was also quite 
obvious on tliis point. He found a link betwcen the ritual rcforms under- 
taken by the early Roman king Numa Pompilius (715-673 B.C.) and the 
lack of civil initiative on the part of early Christians in order to show that 
the true head of religious affairs in Ancient Romę and the Byzantine empire 
was the political ruler. 42 The Petrine character of this connection can be 
seen from the fact that it was Feofan Prokopovich himself who introduced 
Plutarch’s discussion of Numa into the Russian literaturę, precisely in order 
to justify Peter’s unlimited control over the Church. 

In Suvorov’s opinion, a church separated from the State existed only in 
Roman Catholic Europę, where the Papacy established itself as a political 
force in opposition to the German kings. This papai achievement could be 
traced to the early popes and their ability to capture and skillfully use the 
old Roman jurisprudence for their own protection. 43 The popes accepted 
legislation inspired in the secular realni only to the point that it proved use- 
ful to the clergy. Suvorov believed that it was for exactiy this reason that a 
systematic development of canon law prevailed only in the West, where one 
of its most important functions was to definc the independence of the 
Church in its relationship to the statc. In the East, on the other hand, collec- 
tions of legał eodcs associated with the Church signified no such autonomy. 
They were merely lists of rules and regulations enforccd during bygone 
years by the only true source of legislativc authority, the state. If the clergy 
held positions of authority in the East, they had been delegated this author¬ 
ity by the political ruler. Orthodoxy had seen its unsuccessful Russian 
champions of the papM ideał, according to Suvorov, from Nikon to Zaozer- 


42 P. A. Lashkarev, Pmvo tserkovnoe v ego osm>vakh vidakh i istochnikakh (Kiev. 
1886). 

43 Suvorov, Kurs, l, pp. 261-262. 
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sky, but the lack of an independent legislative tradition in ecclesiastical af- 
fairs doomed them to failure. 

It seems reasonable to conclude that the number of canonist defenders 
of Suvorov’s interpretation was growing smaller as the moment of open 
revolutionary activity drew closer, largely because disenchantment with the 
Romanovs in church circles was growing stronger. It should be noted, how- 
ever, that a weakening of support for the statist position in the early twen- 
tieth century probably rested morę with the ability of Zaozersky and his 
colleagues to undermine Suvorov's historical arguments than it did with the 
ground swell of opinion voiccd against the crown in ecclesiastical ąuarters. 

The second major position on church-state relations taken up by Russian 
canonists in the decades prior to the abdication of the Romanovs was de- 
scribed by Nikolai Zaozersky, and it was based on a stibtle and idealistic 
ecclesiology that had played an important part throughout the eventful his- 
tory of Eastem Christianity. In this conviction, the Church’s worldly power 
derived front two sources, sacred and secular. The sacred or spiritual power 
was the most important, sińce it was this strength that helped people on this 
earth onto the path of eternal saWation, but ecclesiastical power in the 
strictly tentporal sense was just as real and it gave the Church a legislative 
and juridical strength sufficient to administer its own intemal affairs inde¬ 
pendent of the royal authorities. Zaozersky and his colleague Ilia Berdnikov 
rejected the conclusions of Suvorov and other defenders of the statist the- 
ory. The Church, in their opinions, was an institution distinct from the State, 
even if it often cooperated with the State. Its leader was the Holy Spirit and 
proof of its legislative power could be found in a study of the canons. 

The close alliance between the Church and the State in the history of 
Russia could be explained, according to Zaozersky, as a voluntary agree- 
ment madę by the Church (the continuation of an agreement madę in Byz- 
antium), which could be justified on the grounds that the Christian emperor 
used his power to assist the Church in the course of its works of charity and 
in the course of its teaching the message of saWation to the people. The 
Church accepted his sacrifice in order to preserve its strength for action in 
the spiritual realni. In this context, it is interesting to read Zaozersky’s 
praise of Nicholas II, written as though the emperor was indeed a figurę 
who understood that his place in this world was justified only from a spiri¬ 
tual perspective. Was Zaozersky praising the emperor for his correct morał 
understanding, or was he reminding him of the only good reason for con- 
tinuing church suppport. In either case, the praise should not be inteipreted. 



Church and State in Lute Imperial Russia 


165 


as it often is, as the panegyric of a sycophant, because Zaozersky’s vision 
had the firm touch of folk belief in the omnipotent hand of God directing all 
human affairs. 44 

It is also important to examine Zaozersky’s criticism of the Papacy, par- 
ticularly sińce he was accused by Suvorov of harboring Catholic sentiments 
by promoting the cause of church independence in Russia. Zaozersky be- 
lieved that Romę failed to draw properly the linę between the sacred and 
the secular, and, as a result, it had led the Western Church into playing a 
commanding role in worldly affairs to the detriment of its spiritual mission; 
against the papai response that intervention in temporal affairs was essen- 
tial to carrying out the Church’s spiritual mission, Zaozersky had no argu¬ 
ment. Certainly, Zaozersky was not a papalist and would have been pleased 
to extend the period in which the Orthodox Church remained in league with 
the Rusian State and obedient in worldly matters to the will of the political 
authorities, but such a concession would be madę only on terms favorable 
to the mission of the Church. 

The third body of opinion that reviewed the relalions between the 
Church and the State was best presented by P. V. Verkhovskoi who con- 
cluded that the Romanov regime had forced the Russian Orthodox Church 
into servitude. It was a view that grew rapidly in popularity among church- 
men once the results of the revolution of 1905 revealed the reluctance of 
the government to participate fully in the convocation of a free church 
sobor, and it was a view that drew most of its supporting evidence from 
examples of dissatisfaction with the arbitrary actions of the Ober Procurator 
of the Holy Synod. Verkhovskoi’s own account placed much of the respon- 
sibility for what was seen to be the weak social and legał positions occu- 
pied by the Church in imperial Russia on Peter the Great and his actions 
that were accurately described in the 1721 legislation creating the Holy 
Synod. Peter accomplished two goals, Verkhovskoi believed. He pressed 
the Church into State service by demanding obedience to a series of laws 
and practices borrowed from the West, and he brought the State leadership 
to abandon a vision of mankind’s ultimate destiny that justified the exis- 
tence of the Church on her own terms. Much if not all of this legislation 
needed to be rescinded, according to Verkhovskoi, if the Church was to 


44 N. Zaozerskii. “Gosudar", tserkov i narad,” Bof>oslovskii vestnik (May, 1896), 
II, pp. 264-278. 
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regain the freedom of action he believed that it enjoyed in ihe period before 
Peter. 

Unfortunately, Verkhovskoi’s view was fraught with many of the prob- 
]ems that also plagued the church reform movement in early twentieth cen- 
tury Russia. His study was really a learned protest against heavy-handed 
govemment officials who meddled in church affairs. It was not really a 
thorough search for a new plan for correct church-state rclations. It shunned 
the strong theological grounding that rested at the base of Zaozersky’s in- 
terpretation as well as rejecting the traditional institutional or historical per- 
spective of the Suvorov school in t'avor of a belief that new and clever 
wording in legał documents could free the Church from government bully- 
ing. He borrowed motifs from both camps but never enough substance to be 
included under either label. 

Verkhovskoi’s views were a creation madę up of pieces from other Sys¬ 
tems, held together by faith in a legał structure that enjoyed only the 
flimsiest place in Russian historical tradition. The devoted church lawyer 
appeared to accept the ecclesiology of Zaozersky, which divided sacred 
from secular activity in a strict Eastern perspective, giving the Church in- 
dependence in its intemal affairs without a strong political authority (a elear 
rejection of papai ecclesiology). But at the same time he ignored the obvi- 
ous pitfalls to be found along this path, which Zaozersky understood well 
and which left the Church at the mercy of a capricious State leader with no 
morę solid guarantecs of freedom than had accompanied the Petrine system. 
A certain confusion also surrounded Vcrkhovskoi’s assessmenl of the mod¬ 
ern Western theme madę fashionable by the slogan: A Free Church in a 
Free State. The evidence presented in his work suggests that on many oc- 
casions he might have considered the separation of the Church from the 
State in the modern Western sense as the best path for Orthodoxy to follow 
in Russia, assuming, of course, that the government itself could bc con- 
strained. Yct Verkhovskoi, like Suvorov, was clearly unprepared to recog- 
nize that a religiously neutral political authority in Russia was really possi- 
ble or that it could be considered as anything less than a step away from 
civilized morał standards. 

The dilemma presented in the legał histories of Verkhovskoi reflect one 
of the greatest problems that Orthodox Russian churchmen faced on the 
issue of church and State in the early twentieth century, a problem madę 
especially acute due to the fact that the majority of the East Slavic peoples 
and their culture were Orthodox Christian. They rejected the so-called Prot- 
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estant theories of Suvorov on the grounds that they failed to recognize the 
legał independence of the Church. They rejected the Eastern perspective of 
Zaozersky because it gave religious sanction to govemment leaders who 
could be fickle. They rejected Romę because it brought the clergy too 
closely into contact with secular affairs. And they rejected the modem 
European notions of the separation of the church from the State on the 
grounds that a religiously neutral govemment was both amoral and unlikely 
to survive for a long period of time: neither Gustavus Adolphus nor Justin- 
ian, neither the Pope nor Napoleon. Russian churchmen werc trying to find 
a fresh and realistic direction for the Church in its relations with the State, 
but success eluded them. 
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In Europę and America: the Ruthenians between 
Catholicism and Orthodoxy 

On the Eve of Emigration 

SlSARClllNG FOR A COMMON NAML 

Eastern Slavs, whose ancestral homelands lay on both sides of the Car- 
pathians, began (o arrive in the United States toward the end of the 1870’s. 
While the number of emigrants was at first relatively smali (in 1888 they 
amounted to about six thousand), the movement rapidly assumed mass 
proportions so that by 1895 they were already two hundred thousand. 1 

Finding a common name which describes the shared ethnological and 
cultural origin of these emigranls is in itself problematic. This is due to 
their own, at best, shadowy perception of nationalily or naiional conscious- 
ness in a modem sense. Queslions of national identity were highly disputed 
by their own intelligentsia, at the limę just in the process of formation. The 
emigrants lhemselves generałly stemmed from a much lower social milieu. 
One student of the emigrations described their predicament in the following 
terms: 

The typical immigrant during this period was single, małe, poor, illiterate 
and unskillcd. He was an agrarian laborer who usually found work in a 
coal minę in castcm Pcnnsylvania and who planned to return to his native 
land after making a fortunę here. His sense of self was limited to an iden- 
tification with his village (or at best a vague geographical region) and a 
religio-cultural herilage which, despite centuries of foreign oppression, 
remained a primary symbol of ethno-cultural unity. 2 

Ecclesiastically these Eastern Slavs were Uniates. Contemporary Catho- 
lic terminology might prefer to refer to them as members of the Byzantine 
rite of the Roman Catholic Church. This appellation was however not used 
during the nineteenth century in the Austrian and later Austro-Hungarian 


1 Julijan Baćyns'kyj, Ukraj ins ’ka Immigratsija v Zjedynenych Derźarach Ameryky 
(L’viv 1914), p. 98. 

^ Myron B. Kuropas, “The Centenary of the Ukrainian Emigration to the United 
States,” in The Ukrainian Experience in the United States — A Symposium (Cambridge 
1979), p. 40. 
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Empire in which they lived. Erom the time of the reign of Empress Maria 
Theresa ihey were officially called Greek Catholics. 3 

As subjecls of the Hapsburg Emperor, they inhabited two of the most 
backward areas of the Empire. Austrian Galicia was known to the mediae- 
val cartographer as “Russia Rubra.” It had been incorporated into the Aus¬ 
trian Empire under the name of the “Kingdom of Galicia and Ladomeria,” a 
title which the sovereign borę unlil the dissolulion of the Empire. Until the 
end of the thirteenth century the region composed the westemmost reaches 
of Kievan Rus’. King Kazimierz III of Poland conquered it in 1341 and 
long centuries of Polish political and cultural dominance followed. With the 
gradual weakening of Polish political power, Galicia was lost to Poland at 
the time of the first partition in 1772 and allotted lo the Austria of Maria 
Theresa who claimed it as king of Hungary. During the twentielh century, a 
period of renewed Polish domination was followed afler the Second World 
War by the annexation of most of the area populated by Eastern Slavs into 
the Soviet Union. Today this region forms part of the western section of the 
Ukrainian Republic and the soulh-eastern tip of Poland. In the Soviel Union 
at least the term Galicia had fallen into disuse and generally the whole re¬ 
gion is described as the western Ukrainę. 

The other centre of mass Greek Catholic emigration lay in the north- 
eastem reaches of the Hungarian Kingdom. These regions, inhabited pre- 
dominantly by Eastern Slavs and Slovaks, had been part of Hungary sińce 
the “honfoglalas” or the Magyar “taking of the land” of the ninth century. 
During the nineteenth century this area, in contrasl to Austrian Galicia, en- 
joyed no regional autonomy and was officially looked upon as any other 
part of Hungary. For the sake of convenience the term of later origin 
“Subcarpathia” may be used to describe the region, a term which was used 
by the Czechoslovak government to partially describe the terrilory 
(Podkarpatska Rus’) and has an approximate equivalent in later Hungarian 
usage (Karpatalja). Today this area forms the Transcarpalhian region 


3 Michael Lacko, Synodus Episcopnm Rims Byzantini Caiholicorum ex anliqua 
Hungaria Vindobonae a 1773 celebrom (Roma 1975), p. 311. The term “Greek Catho¬ 
lics” was applied at least to the Ruthcnians of Hungary at this synod held in Vienna. The 
bishops petitioned the Empress for permission to adopt officially the name of Catholics 
of the Greek ritc or Greek Catholics and for their priests the title of “Pfarrer.” Until then 
the rather pcjorativc forms of “Unierte” and “Popen” had been current. 
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(Zakarpalskaja oblast’) of Ihe Ukrainian Republic and part of easlern Slo- 
vakia. 4 

Certain authors identify these groups of emigrants as “Ukrainian.” The 
use of such a term is however highly anachronistic. Il implies that the emi¬ 
grant came to the United States with a pre-conceived polilical programme. 
Only very few of the morę nalionally conscious emigrant leaders thought of 
their ethnicity in such terms at the limę of the mass emigralions. Discussing 
the nationality problem, the Ukrainian author Bohdan Procko admits: 

As far as the Galicians are concemed, until 1916 the term “Ruthenian” 
was generałly used. As for the term “Ukrainian,” you cannol place this 
until the First World War, spccifically the Ukrainian Day proclaimed by 
Revcrcnd Poniatyshyn in 1917. This does not mean that ‘Ukrainian’ was 
not used earlier. It had been used previously in Europę. In America the 
terms were also used but “rusyn” and “rus’kyj” were morę generał ly ac- 
ceptcd because we arc mainly dealing with peoplc from the western 
Ukrainę, i. c. Galicia and Transcarpathia. 5 6 

For reasons of historical accuracy the term “Ruthenian” seems a better 
choice when describing the identity of these Eastem Slavs. It was used both 
in Galicia, where the Ukrainian movement later became prevalent, as well 
as in Hungary on the Southern fringe of the Carpathians.6 The term 
“Ruthenian” has a long history. It ullimately may be linked with Rus’, the 
name of the old Kievan State. During the Middle Ages and Renaissance it 
was applied in the works of Herbertslein and Possevino to refer in a global 

4 Sometimes the term “Prikarpatskąja Rus’" is used by the Eastem Slavs to 
describe Galicia in contrast to “Podkarpatskaja" or “Zakarpalskaja Rus'.” 

5 Bohdan P. Procko, “The Rise of Ukrainian Ethnic Consciousness in America 
during the 1890’s," The Ukrainian Experience in ihe United States . . . , p. 69. 

6 Actually the term ‘ruthenisch,’ ‘Ruthcncn’ = Ruthenian was used mostly by the 
Austrian govcmmcnt in official documents to describe Galicia’s East Slavic inhabitants. 
Sometimes the forms 'reussisch’ and ‘Reusscn’ were used but later fell into disfavour 
sińce the govcrnment discouragcd the tendency arnong its subjects to identify themselves 
with the Russians. Hungarian employed similarly the older form “orosz” and later 
“rutćn.” The Ruthenian described himself as "rusyn” and his language as “rus‘kyj" or 
“russkyj.” This can be translated as “Ruthenian,” “Rusin” or “Russian” depending on 
how a given Ruthenian perceived his identity at a givcn historical moment. The rus- 
sophilc author W. J. Birkbeck (See A. Rilcy cd., Birkbeck and the Russian Church 
(London 1917), p. 308) claimed that he heard the Grcat Russian inhabitants of Archangel 
and Olenets likewise refer to themselves as “rusiny.” Ruthenians who wished to distance 
themsclves from the Great Russians applied the pejorative term of “moskovskyj,’ 

moskaly” to the latler. Polish preserved the distinction between Ihe Ruthenians who 
once were incorporatcd in the Pospolita and the Great Russians who were not. 



172 


Constantine Simon, S.J. 


way to all the Orthodox Eastem Slavs. 7 In the nineteenth cenlury the term 
was applied in a morę restriclive sense to the Eastern Slavs of the Auslrian 
Empire. Not to be overlooked are the strong ecclesiastical connotations 
implying a separate ritual identily with particular church related customs 
attached to the use of this word. The Vatican employed this term umil very 
recently in its dealings with the emigrants from both Galicia and Hungary 
and their descendants in the United States. Il is found likewise in the docu- 
ments of the archive for the Propagation of the Failh and was used in the 
letters of both the Metropolitan of L’vov as well as by the bishops of 
Mukaćevo and Preśov when referring to their faithful. It continues to be 
used by the descendants of those Greek Catholics originating from Hun¬ 
gary. Some describe both their ecclesiastical and ethnic identity even today 
as Ruthenian. Olhers apply this term exclusively to the former aspect and 
consider themselves ethnic Slovaks.8 Slill olhers regard lhemselves as 
Greek Calholic Magyars. In contemporary Europę, the descendants of those 
once collectively known as Ruthenians generally employ morę nationally 
conscious terminology when describing themselves and figurę as Ukrai- 
nians, Russians, Rusyns and Slovaks. Contemporary evidence in the wake 

7 These authors usc the lerni “rutheni” in eonnexion with Eastern Orthodoxy, the 
religion of the Eastern Slavs, a factor wliicli served lo isolate them from the Roman 
Catholic Slavs or from the rest of western Europę. When these authors wish to distin- 
guish the Orthodox Slavs of Poland Lithuania from those of Muscovy, the former con- 
tinue lo be known as '‘rutheni,” the lattcr as “moscovitac.” The Italian author A. Gua- 
gnini noted this distinction: “Moschovitae a Ruthcnis aliąuamulum, Rutheni quoque a 
polonis et Masovitis, sic etiam Bohemi, croatae, ab invicetn idiomatis expressione, ac- 
centibus et prolatione, vcrborumque immutatione differunt, ita ut scsc intelligere difficilc 
possint.” B. O. Unbegaun, “L’origine du nom des Rulhenes,” SelectedPapers on Russian 
and Slavonic Philology (Oxford 1969), p. 134. Not all authors however followed this 
rulc. The Czech author Georgius David who was in Moscow from 1686 until 1689 wrote 
a deseription of Muscoviie churchmen and churches which hc callcd “De ccclesiasticis et 
ecclesiis Ruthenomm." Georgius David, S.J., Status Modernus Magnac Russiae seu 
Moscoviae (The Ilague 1965), p. 99. 

^ The choice of ethnic identity among the Slavs is oflen unclear and sometimes 
arbitrary. One example is the following: In the Baćka region of what was once Southern 
Hungary and today is the Yugoslav Vojvodina dwell 30.000 speakers of what many 
slavicists claim is an eastem Slovak dialect. They are subjects of the bishops of Kriżevci 
in Croatia. Their ancestors cmigrated from the countics of Zemplen and Saris in the 
Ilungarian kingdom, regions which today are part of eastern Slovakia. Nevcrtheless to¬ 
day they identify themselvcs as “rusini” and some even as Ukrainians. See Michacl 
Lacko, s.j., “A Brief Ilistory of the Slovak Catholics of the Byzantine Slavonic Rite,” 
Stora k Studies , 3 (Ronie 1963) and Paul Magocsi, “The Problem of National Affiliation 
among the Rusyns Ruthenians of Yugoslavia,” Europa Eihnica 34 (Yienna 1977). 
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of perestrojka from the Zakarpatskaja oblasl’ suggests that morę ihan a 
segment of the inlellectual population has resisled the efforts of forced 
Ukrainisation and continues to think of ilself as ethnically dislinct and 
“Rusin.” 9 * In February 1989, Ruthenian patriols formed their own “Society 
of Carpathian Ruthenians” to protect their naiional rights within the 
Ukrainę. In September 1991 fears of Ukrainian nalionalism prompted the 
Ruthenians to demand fuli territorial autonomy for Transcarpathia, reslora- 
tion of the aulonomous status granled to Podkarpatsksa Rus’ by Czechoslo- 
vakia in 1938 and recognition as a separale nalion with a distinct culture, 
language and history.io 

The term “Ruthenian” as used in this sludy does not therefore only ap- 
ply to the forebears of those in Europę and the United States who continue 
to think of themselves as such. It is used here primarily in an historical and 
ecclesiaslical contexl. An entire series of dramatic political events has 
changed the face of eastem Europę during the presenl century. The conser- 
vative Slavic peasant who at the end of the last century presenled himself to 
American cusloms officials using the terms “Rusin, Ruthenian, Russniak, 
Ugro-Rusin, Slovak, Slavish and Ukrainian interchangeably” 11 would seem 
rather odd in contemporary Europę where even the smallest minorities 
clamor for their national rights. 

The Ru thenian Homeland: Politico-F.conomic Considerations 

In order to undersland somewhat clearly the situation of the Ruthenians in 
America, account must be taken of their national home polilics, which 
they bring with them and fight out quitc bitterly in this country. As already 
said, they are from the northern and Southern slopes of the Carpathian 
mountains. The northern Ruthenians derisively cali their Southern brethren 
“Hungarians” (Magyari) while the lattcr return the compliment by calling 
the former “Polcs” (Poliaki). The point of this lies in the facl that each of 


9 Paul Robert Magocsi, “Rusyns and the Revoluiion of 1989.” (Carpatho-Rusyn 
Center 1990), p. 8. 

On the current Ruthenian renascencc see Alfred A. Reisch, “Transcarpathia‘s 
Hungarian Minority and the Autonomy Issuc." Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Re¬ 
search Re/Ton (7. 2. 92). pp, 17-23; Alfred A. Reisch. “Transcarpathia and its Neigh- 
bours,” Radio Free Europę ... (14. 2. 92), pp. 43-47. 

11 Walter Warzeski, By-antirte Rite Rusins in Carpatho-Rulhenia and America 
(Pittsburgh 1971), p. 98. 
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thc nationalities named is cordially dctcsted by Ihe Rulhcnians on eithcr 
sidc. 12 

The history, culture and even linguislic particularities of Ihe Ruthenians 
depended to a great extenl on the side of the Carpathians on which they 
dwelt. After the Ausgleich of 1867 and the victory of Hungarian separatism 
over Austrian centralisation, the cultural and polilical life of Cis- and 
Trans-Leithania diverged to an even greater exlent. Herein lay likewise the 
bonę of contention between the two groups, although some of their leaders 
did attempl to surmounl this difficully by slressing similarilies rather than 
differences. 

The area in which both groups dwelt was dominated politically and 
culturally by the Hapsburgh siatę. The Kaisertreue of the Ruthenian peas- 
ants — acclaimed as the “Tyroler des Ostens” — was proverbial. Carl 
Joseph Trolla, the hero of Joseph Roth’s — himself a Galician Jew — 
novel Rcidetzkymarsch , is lulled to sleep by Ruthenian peasant soldiers 
singing the Kaiser hymn.'? The Galician peasantry as a whole was devoted 
to the Hapsburgs, from whom they sought protection from the local 
nobility. In 1846, mostly Polish Galician peasants massacred two lhousand 
Polish intellectuals and noblemen for daring to incite them againsl the 
imperial government and proudly displayed their bodies to imperial 
officials. 

Galicia and the Carpalhian region of Hungary were among the least de- 
veloped and most primitive of the empire. Petófy described Ungvar,lhe 
Slavic Użgorod, as a drunkard wallowing in the mud. 14 The Bahnhofs- 
restaurant in Przemyśl in Austrian Galicia was, according to the novelist 
Karl Emil Franzos, the fillhiest in the whole of the Austro-Hungarian Em¬ 
pire. 15 The Ruthenians, on the other hand, madę up only a fraction of the 
populalion of the cities which were populated by Hungarians or Poles, 


12 Andrew J. Sliipman, “Greek Caiholics in America," Catholic Encyclopaedia 6 
(1909), p. 749. 

15 Joseph Roih, Radetzkymarsch (Koln 1989), p. 121. Birkbeck (p. 321) madę 
thrce excursions to Lemko villages in 1913, a few years before thc Empircfs collapse and 
at the height of the Orthodox movemenl. Ncvcrtheless the villagcrs assurcd hini: “We are 
the faithful children of our Emperor (naSoho Tsisarja), we gladly givc him rccruits and 
would die for him.” 

14 Bela Kópeczi, Re hel or Reroludonary. Sandor Petófi as Revealed in his Diary, 
Letters, Notes, Pamphlets andPoems (Budapcst 1974), p. 158- 

15 Martin Pollack, Nach Galizien (Wien 1984), covcr jacket. 
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Germans and especially Jews.16 Cultural life was likewise dominaled by 
these groups. A visitor to (he Austrian provincial capital of Lemberg could 
notę that the main squares and streets of the city borę the names of famous 
Poles, while the Street named after the Ukrainian poet Śevćenko was nar- 
row, far from the cenlre and resembled a manure depoU 7 Ninety percent of 
the Ruthenians were peasants and lived in the countryside — a countryside 
riddled for the most part by crushing poverty. Serfdom was definitively 
repealed in 1848 but the land remained in the hands of feudal magnates. 
Galicia remained, in contrast to highly industrialized Bohemia and other 
morę western provinces, deliberately underdeveloped, chosen to serve as 
the source of agricultural products for the rest of the Empire. Worsl of all 
were the backward mounlain villages which spawned the great majorily of 
emigrants. These were the 

cconomically depressed mounlain border districts belwcen Transcarpathia 
and Galicia - the villages of the Carpalhian Mountains, from which the 
earlicsl mass Ruthenian emigration to the United States originatcd. Eastern 
Galicia and Bukovina did not contribute to the immigration until the 
1890’s and the Ukrainian immigration from the Russian Empire remained 
rclativcly insignificant until World War 148 

Word of the possibilily of emigration to the New World had come to the 
earliest Ruthenian emigrants, living on the western fringe of their ethno- 
graphic territory, from the “mazury” — their Polish peasant neighbours. At 
the same time, the Russian empire produced a disproportionally insignifi¬ 
cant number of emigrants sińce the flow of emigration there was directed to 
the empire’s eastern provinces in Asia and Siberia. 

In this vein, a letter of Julijan Peles, bishop of Stanislau in eastern 
Galicia, sent in 1891 to Romę, mentions that few of his faithful had left 
Europę for the New World: 


16 The Austrian travellcr Joseph Rohrcr in 1803 rather unkindly described Halicz 
‘einst ein Sitz ftir Kónigc” as “citi Judennest.” Joseph Rohrcr, Bemerkunyen auf einer 
Reise von der Tiirkischen Grdnze iiber die Bukowina durch Osi- und Westyalizien, Sch- 
lesien undMdhren nach Wien (Wien/Berlin 1804/1989), p. 108. 

^ Pollack, pp. 192-193. 

^ Bohdan P. Procko, “The Establishment of the Ruthenian Church in the United 
States — 1 894 - 1 907,” Pennsylvania Hisrory 42 (April 1975), p. 3. 
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.. . quod ex rulhena diocesi Stanislaopolitana ne unus ąuidem presbyter in 
stalus foedcratos sępi. Americae emigravit ąuinimo nec fideles hujus 
vastissimae diocesis ibidem se conferre cupiunt. 19 

Peles altribules the Iow incidence of emigraLion to the relatively morę 
favourable economic conditions prevalenl wilhin the territory of his dio- 
cese: 

. . . (his faithful) sunl probi et laborosi; etiam patria gleba subpedilat eis 
ncccssaria media, ąuibus se suasąuc familias modice ąuodem (?), sed 
statui convenienter alerc cl sustentare possunl.20 

The Ukrainophile movemenl, in an embryonic form, had developed to a 
somewhat greater extent in Peleś’ diocese, rather than in either of the other 
two. The Iow ratę of emigralion from this area may partially explain the 
complete lack of nalional consciousness, so characterislic of the early em- 
igrants. 

Since political, social and cultural conditions remained basically dis- 
tinct although similar in Galicia and in the Ruthenian areas of Hungary, the 
two regions are best sludied separately. 

CULTURE AND SOCIETY IN GALICIA 

Ecclesiastically the Ruthenians of Galicia were subjects of the Metro- 
politans of Galie (Halyć, Halicz) with see at L’vov2i (Lemberg, Lwów, 

19 Lettcr of 31 May 1891 lo the Congregation for the Propagation of the Faith in 
the Archive of the Sacred Congregation for the Propagation of the Faith: Rutheni , Vol. 
117, an, 1887-1906, N. 772. 

20 Ibid. 

21 L'vov had Catholic bishops sińce 1677, although it officially became Uniate 
only in 1700. It was reestablished by the Holy Sec in 1807, after the destruction of the 
Uniate Metropolitan Sec ofKiev, as the Metropolitan Sec of Halicz with rcsidcnce of the 
archbishop at L‘vov. Its bishops borę the official title: “Metropolita Halicensis, Ar- 
chiepiscopus Lcopolicnsis, Episcopus Camcnccensis." During the first years of the 
Ruthenian emigralion, the nietropolilan was Sylvestr Sembralovyć (1836-1898) who 
remained in office until 1889. Sembratovyć was bom into a clerical family near Jasio in 
the Przemyśl diocese. Ile was the nephew of his predcccssor. Iosif Scmbraiović. He 
attended seminaries in L’vov, Vienna and the Greek College in Romę, whcrc he was or- 
dained priest in 1860. He changcd from the diocese of Przemyśl to L'vov in 1862 and 
served as seminary prefect. He was named auxiliary bishop of L’vov in 1878 and became 
mctropolitan in 1883, after his uncle abdicated. Whilc Scmbratovyć was metropolitan, 
the new diocese of Stanislau was crcctcd in 1890 and the provincial synod of L’vov met 
in 1891. In 1893, Scmbratovye receivcd the cardinaPs hat. He died in 1898. Unlike his 
uncle who had coniacis with the Russophiles, Sylvcstr avoided idcntification with a pre- 
cise ideology but later sided with the moderate Ukrainophiles. The Ukrainian elerie Naz- 
arko thought that Scmbratovyć was “one of the greatest metropolitans.” Irynej I. Naz- 
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L’viv, Leopolis). There were likewise two suffragan dioceses: Przemyśl 
(PeremyśT) of the Greek rite22 in the Wesl and Sianislau (Stanisławów, 
Slanislaviv, Stanislaopolis, today: Ivano-Frankovsk) in ihe South-East.23 
Politically as Hapsburgh subjects they shared the crown land of Galicia 
wilh the Poles and olher lesser minorities. In 1822 they comprised 45,5% of 
the population while the Poles altained 47,5%.24 In eastern Galicia where 
they were morę numerous they formed, in 1849, about 71% of the popula- 
tion.25 In spite of their near numerical equivalency with the Poles they re- 
mained political and social inferiors. They were underrepresented both in 
the Austrian Parliament and the Galician Diet. Polish and not Rulhenian 
was the language of higher education in Galicia. Even after 1848, Austrian 
imperial policy was geared to compromise with the Poles in Galicia and the 
Polish nobility was left in control of the province. 2 <> Higher social ad- 
vancement outside the clerical state was likewise closed to Ruthenians. 
Ruthenian priesls were economically less well off than their Polish coun- 
terparts.27 Like the lalter they depended on the support or “presenlation” of 


arko, ĆSW, Kyjivs 'ki i halyts’ki metropolyty (hiohraflćni narysy — 1590-1960) (Roniae 
1962), pp. 205-212. The Russopliilcs disagreed. In their opinion Sembratovyć “sowed 
discord among the people.” (Svisiun, p. 94) 

22 The dioccse of Przemyśl daics from around 1087. lt imiied wilh Ronie in 1691- 
92. Its bishops had a triplc lilie: "Prcniislicnsis. Sanochicnsis, Samboriensis." 

23 The suffragan see of Stanislau was crealed by Ronie only in 1885. 

24 Georgcs Castellan, Dicu gardę la Pologne. Histoire dii catholicisme polonais 
(1795-1980) (Paris 1981). pp. 74-75. 

25 Paul Robert Magocsi, Galicki: A Historical Surrey and Bihliographic Guide 
(Toronto 1983), p. 94. 

26 According to llie Ukrainian author Rudnytsky this was the case particularly after 
1848 when the Austro-Hungarian Compromise found its corollary in the "Austro-Polish 
Compromise." Ivan L. Rudnytsky, "The Ukrainians in Galicia under Austrian Rule,” 
Essays in Modem Ukrainian llisiory (Edmonton 1987), p. 324. 

“2 Rolirer describcd in 1802 the poor lite style of the Greek Catholic clcrgy in the 
mountainous country around Stanislau and their rapport with the local peasantry: "Man 
erzahlte mir die Geschichtc eines unierten Pfarrers dieses Ortes (das Dorf Tismeniczany) 
der 9 Kinder hatte . . . Konnte ein solcher Pope sieli wolil ohne Stollgcbuhren behelfen! 
Wenn nur aber diesem Allcs lediglich fUr das Geld fcil war; wie konnte der Bauer hier 
wohl nach solehen Bcispielcn sich fur uncigcnnulzigc Mcnschenliebc bilden! Uberzeugt 
Von dem Priestcr, der fur die Communion oder ein Memento zu Gunsten der abgestor- 
henen Scelen bczahlt ist, nicht befragt zu werden. ob das Geld auch auf rcchten Wcgen 
errungen ward; Uberzeugt, wenn nur die Pastcn gchaltcn und das criibrigie an Flcisch und 
Bród dem Popcn geschenkt wird, selbst bedeutende Verbrcchen erlassen zu sehen, 
stindigi der dumnie Gebirgsbauer oline viele Bedenklichkeitcn." Rolirer, pp. 94-95. 
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a Polish nobleman for appointmenl to a parish: a factor which highlighted 
their social inferiority and likewise dampened the enthusiasm of some of 
them for the budding Ruihenian national movement. Promising young 
Ruthenian civil servants rapidly polonised themselves attending Polish 
Roman Catholic church services and speaking only Polish. Two famous 
Russophiles, Michaił Kaćkovskij and Ivan Naumović, both experienced a 
Polish period in their youth. 28 

Before 1848 and the “Springtime of the Peoples” there was litlle in the 
way of Ruthenian cullure. Even sermons in the Greek Catholic churches 
were preached often in Polish. 29 Having given the impulse for the organi- 
zalion of the “Holovna Rus’ka Rada” during the year of revolutions, 
Galicia’s governor Franz Stadion was charged with having “invented the 
Ruthenians.” Actually the budding Slav nalionalisms owed a great deal to 
German romanticism and philological research. Their own intelligentsiae 
were tiny. The Czech historian Frantiśek Palacky remarked that one 
collapsed ceiling would alone be needed to put a stop to the national 
revival. The Ruthenian intelligentsia was still less significant, composed 
almost exclusively of clergy of the Greek Catholic church. The clergy 
received an exclusively western oriented training with emphasis on the 
classical languages, while the sludy of Church Slavonic was ignored.30 A 


28 For their biographies see B. Dcditskij, Michaił Kaćkovskij i sovremennaja 
galiisko-russkaja literatura: Oćerk Biografweskij i istoriko-literatwnyj (L’vov 1876), 
“Nauinović. Ioann Grigorievi£,'' Russkij Biografićeskij slovar' 11 (S. -Peterburg 1914), 
pp. 139-141 and cspecially E. A., Pamjati Protojereja Ioanna Grigor’evića Naumorića 
(1891-1911 g.) (Odessa 1912). 

29 The Uniate bishops' chanceries likewise uscd Latin or Polish for their official 
pronouncements. Still in 1847, the cathcdral canons convcrscd among themselves in Pol¬ 
ish and used this language in official correspondence with the Metropolitan. A russophile 
author records the following incidcnt: “in the same year (1847) the consecration of the 
church at Chirov was hcld, during which the above mentioned An(tonij) Dobrjanskij 
gavc a sermon in the local Russian language, to the amazement of those present. The 
Latin priests were scandalizcd wliile the Russian priesis reproached the speaker for hav- 
ing ‘compromised the intelligentsia.'” Filip Ivanovi£ Svistun, Prikarpatskaja Rus' pod 
vladeniem Arstrii (Trumbull 1970), p. 91. 

30 When in 1835, Church Slavonic began to be tauglit in the L'vov seminary some 
of the seminarists rebclled: “'We don‘t want to be barbarians or asiatics" — they shouted 
and one of them through a piece of wood at the teacher. Svistun, p, 89. Svistun describes 
in detail the Uniate priests’ ignorancc of Church Slavonic: In order to celebrate the 
church offices, they (Uniate priests) asked those who knew the Slavonic script, to write 
over the individual letters their equivalents in the Latin alphabet. They had not the least 
desire to learn the Slavonic letters.” Svistun, p. 87. One priest could not corrcctly read 
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growing rift was apparent between the peasantry and the clergy together 
with their families, who proud of their limited booklearning snubbed the 
lower classes.3i 

Before 1848 Ruthenian culture in Galicia was in serious danger of com- 
plele assimilation into a Polish sea or “swamp” — to use the expression of 
the Ruthenians lhemselves.32 Many Galician Poles regarded the Ruthenians 
as a branch of their own nationality.33 Al the time of the founding of the 
“Holovna Rus’ka Rada” in L’vov the Poles set up a rival group, the 
“Rus’kij Sobor” with its slogan “gente Rutheni natione Poloni” — a device 
which hearkened back to the baroque period. Assimilation was facililated 
due to the fact that all elementary school education was in Polish. A 
polonised younger generation was a foregone conclusion. Neilher were 
there any periodicals or newspapers printed in the Ruthenian dialects. As 
late as 1859 the Polish governor of Galicia, Agenor Gołuchowski, 
advocaled the Latin alphabet in its Czech form for all Ruthenian publica- 
tions. Previous phases of the “azbućna vijna” or “alphabet war” had 


the churcli calendar: “One of ihe priests christened a child bom on the 16lh of January 
with the name ‘Veriga‘ sińce on that day arc veneraied the precious Wcrigi’ (chains) of 
St. Peter.” Pamjati .... p. 2. 

31 This rescnlmcnt was rooted in economic matters, especially the “jura slolae.” As 
the peasantry evcntually became better educatcd. thcy bcgan lo resent the social and cul- 
tural patcrnalism of the clergy. One pcasant rebuked the clergy for tuming its back on the 
comnion man, not mingling with the peoplc and “does not say anything (to theni) except 
(the iraditional grcetings) ‘Glory to God‘ and ‘Glory forever.’“ John-Paul Ilimka, 
Galician YiUayers and the Ukrainian National Movement in the Nineteenth Century 
(Alberta 1988), p. 137. 

32 At the cnd of the sevenieenth and beginning of the eightecnth centuries many 
Ruthenian clcrgymcn and their families wcre heavily polonised and expressed them- 
selvcs in Polish. One of the rulings of the “General Congregation” of the Greek Catholic 
dioccse of Przemyśl in 1780 poinlcd to the fact that it was not rare to ftnd Greek Catholic 
elcrical candidaies ignorant of “Ruthenian” and instructed that unlcss they gaincd this 
knowlcdgc they would not be admittcd to the ranks of the clergy: “Kapłanów' tutejszej 
diecezji upominamy, aby synów swoich wyćwiczywszy w rużczyźnic (sic!) do szkół 
łacińskich oddawali, inaczej do stanu kapłańskiego przyjęci nie będą." Roman Reinfuss, 
Śladami Łemków (Warszawa 1990), p. 120. 

33 For a Ruthenian vicw of the Polish-Ruthenian problematic in Galicia sec 
Sevcryn Matkovs’kyj. Try Synodal 'ni Archijereji: Spomyny z iyttja i dijal'nosty 
preoyijaśćenych o. Julijana Kujilors 'kolio. dra. Julijana Peleśa i dra. Sylwestra 
Sembrato\yća (L’viv 1932), pp. 50-66. Even in the United States, the Poles at first tried 
to assimilatc the Ruthenians from Galicia. The Polish emigrant press referred to litem as 

unici" or “polsko-unicki lud.” Baćynskyj. p. 413. 




180 


Constantine Simon, S.J. 


jnvolved the replacement of Ihe Cyrillic alphabet with the Polish variant of 
the Latin script. 34 

Finally in 1837 the first Ruthenian book entitled Rusałka Dnistrovaja 
appeared in the Cyrillic alphabet. Published in Budapest to avoid local cen- 
sorship, stemming especially from the Greek Calholic Metropolitan Levit- 
skij and higher clerical circles who opposed literaturę wrilten in the vulgar 
“Volkssprache,” il marked the beginning of the Ruthenian national move- 
ment. Eventually the Galician Ruthenians were to perceive their national 
consciousness in different ways. At first however, they tended to view the 
Ruthenian nation as a separate people within the confines of the Austrian 
Empire. 35 This was a poiitically safe ideology and fit in well with their ec- 
clesiastical situation and Greek Catholic heritage — components inherent 
in the conservatively clerical milieu of the Old Ruthenians or St. George’s 
Circle (svjatojurtsy). By the 1860’s however conflicting national ideologies 
began to develop which forced Ruthenian national leaders to choose be- 
tween a Russian or a Ukrainian national identity. Generally these ideologi- 
cal battles were fought out on both a linguistic and a political piane. 

Gradually certain leaders of the old Ruthenian intelligentsia led by Bog¬ 
dan Deditskij and Jakov Golovatskij began to view the Ruthenian national- 
ity in a wider perspective. They concluded that they were bul a part of a 
much greater people: the Russian nation which stretched from the Carpa- 
thians to the Pacific — from the “Sjan to Kamćatka” according to the rus- 
sophile newspaper Slovo .36 Parlially Galician Russophilism developed out 
of a sense of dissatisfaction with the policy of the Austrian crown towards 
the Ruthenians. This was true especially after 1866 and the military disaster 
at Koniggralz, when the central government was forced to rely on the sup- 


34 Actually Iosif Lozinskij, one of the first advocatcs of the Latin script for 
Ruthenian wishes lo modernize, ralher than polonise the local languagc. Sec Paul R. Ma- 
goesi, The Languagc Quesiion in Galicki (Cambridge 1978), p. 5. 

33 The following dialogue belween Stadion and ihc Ruthenian deputies in 1848 
rcflccis this ideology: "Who are you? (i. c. What is your nationality?) They answered: 
We are Ruihcnians. (Wir sind Rulhencn. ) Stadion couniered: Are you of the sanie stock 
as ihc people of Russia? — They responded: The people of Russie are schismatics, we 
are not like them, — Stadion ąuestioncd thcin fiinhcr: Whal alphabet do you use? — 
They answered: We have our old church script. — Stadion again asked: Would that be 
the same alphabet as the ‘grażdanka' in use in Russia? The delegation could not give a 
satisfactory answer sińce they were ignorant of the historv of the alphabet.” Svistun, p. 
122 . 

36 Matkovs’kyj, p. 55, 
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port of the local nobility — in Galicia the Polish szlachta — in order to 
hołd what remained of the vasl Hapsburgh realm logelher. 

It is noteworthy that the Galician Ruthenians themselves became inter- 
ested in ihe Russians and not vice-versa.37 Leaving ąuestions of ethnic 
affinity aside, a developed lilerary language,38 aristocratic society and rec- 
ognition by the West were all cultural values which the Ruthenian leaders 
sought for lhemselves. The Russians were likewise winners on the political 
scene. They had humiliated Poland, the Ruthenian Erbfeind, several times 
in recenl history. Even the facl that the Russians were schismatics did not 
prevent Greek Catholic clergymen from idenlifying ihemselves with them. 
Ivan Naumović, a Greek Catholic priest and national leader, remained a 
Uniate even afler having converled two villages to Orthodoxy. His own 
conversion to Orthodoxy and departure for the Russian Empire followed 
only afler he had served his six month prison senlence. 

The Russophiles, mainly from clerical families, retained their ecclesias- 
tical interests. During the 1850’s and 60’s the so called rilual movement or 
u obrjadovoe dvizenie” became an issue in Galicia. Originally conceived as 
a means of strengthening the Greek Catholic faith and link with Romę 
ralher than a channel of Orthodox infillration into the Uniate camp, it 
reached its peak during the years 1861-1863.39 Interest in liturgieal matters 
had been fanned by the lalks given by Ipolit Vladimir Terletskij (Terlecki), 
a Polish emigre who became a Uniate priest and advocated a puriEed Greek 
Catholic rite as a powerful instrument for the conversion of Russia, and by 


3 7 SvisUin (p. 97) poinied oul that at the beginning of the nineteenth cenlury until 
1830 and the devclopment of slavophilc idcas in Russia, Russian society sliowed littlc 
interest in Galicia. In 1835 Michaił Pogodin. the Russian publicist and pansluvist, visited 
Galicia for the first time. lic had no Ruthenian connections and his first contacts were 
with Polish and German journalists. Only by chance lic stumbled upon a Ruthenian 
church and the Basilian priest Varlaam Kompanević who inlroduced him to prominent 
Ruthenians in the city. 

38 The russophile posilion claimed: “It r s not our fault that our language is similar 
to that used today in Moscow. The similariiy of our language with the Russian language 
is apparenl to all sińce boih of them are founded on the same principles, on the same 
rulcs..,.” Svistun, p. 232. 

39 Sec Luigi Glinka OFM, Gregorio Jachynnnyć — Metropolita di Ilalyć ed U sito 
tempo (Rornae 1974), pp. 193-214 for a ukrainophile diseussion of the liturgieal contro- 
versy. 
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the publication of a book 4 o on liturgical problems by the rector of Ihe St. 
George calhedral Michaił Malinovskij. Another factor which slimulaled 
interest in liturgical queslions was the lack of available service books, 
which had been published in the Austrian empire and conlained the Uniate 
rubrics. Service books, printed in the Russian Empire, began to circulate in 
Galicia and Greek Catholic priests noled the differences between their li¬ 
turgical usages and those of the Orthodox Russians. Uniate priests began to 
grow beards and advocate a ritual purged of borrowings from the Lalin rite, 
such as the use of hand bells al the consecration and communion or per¬ 
forming genufleclions inslead of “metanii.” The Russophiles eagerly joined 
the ranks of the “obrjadovtsy” or ritualisls reckoning that ritual purification 
of the Greek Catholic rite would render it morę similar or even identical to 
the ritual used in the Russian Orthodox church. 41 The movement was 
quickly denounced to Romę by the Polish prince Adam Sapieha as 
“schismatic propaganda” and the Greek Catholic metropolitan showed his 
displeasure in his letter of 1862. 42 

Originally Galician “Old Ruthenians” were politically very conservative 
and looked to the Austrian monarchy for help against the Poles. Wilh the 
development of the Russian movement, some no longer took part in poli- 
tics. Others began to accuse Austria of deliberately wishing to divide the 
Russian people by preventing the Galician Ruthenians from slrenglhening 
their ties wilh Imperial Russia. Some of the Russophiles saw the “Great 


40 Die Kirchen- wid Staatssaztungen heziiglich des griechisch-katholischen Rilus 
in Galizien (Lemberg 1861). 

4 ' The pricst Ivan Naumović was credited wilh having joined the iwo elements: Ihe 
ritual movement and the Russian national movcnient. “In his opinion the Greco-Slavonic 
church ritual and Russian nationality wcrc bound tighlly togcther. Any ritual abusc also 
affecls Russian national fccling." Svislun, p. 197. 

42 The Jesuit Provincial Beckx notcd as early as 1842 the traces of a schismatic 
movcrncnt among the Uniate Galician clergy: “Beaucoup dc Grecs-Unis, cn Galicic, nc 
tiennent a 1’Fglise que par un fil et les tentations et las dangers provoques par las agisse- 
ments continucls dc la Russie s’aggravent de jour cn jour. II faut proceder avec une 
grandę prudence. II est etabli par des documcnts publics, et il ne faut jamais 1'oublier, 
quc la Russie schismatiquc, avec 1’astuce et la persćverance qui lui sont propres, et en 
repandant avcc abondance for et 1’argent, travaille depuis longtemps et continue encore 
de travaillcr a attirer au schisme toutes las Hglises Unieś. C’est a quoi visent ses 
emissaires, non seulement cn Galicie, mais aussi en Hongric et cn Illyrie.” Adrien 
Boudou, s.j., Le Saint-Siege et la Russie, 2 (Paris 1925), p. 266. For a discussion of the 
Greek Catholic Metropolitan Jacliiniović's pastorał letter and some excerpts see Glinka, 
pp. 204-206. 
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White Tsar” as their futurę liberator from Austrian misrule.43 While the 
Russian movement in Galicia had always beets somewhat political, the 
ideas of Russian Panslavism began to dominate Galician russophile 
circles. 44 Direcl morał and financial help was received from Imperial Rus- 
sia for the russophile institutions in Galicia and Michaił Raevskij, a priest 
stationed at the Russian embassy in Vienna, served as a liaison in these 
malters. 4 * The Austrian local government remained generally rather tolerant 
of the Russophiles until in 1881 it struck back staging the trial of Ivan 
Naumović for high treason.46 The russophile movement seems to have lost 
some of its prestige among the Ruthenian national leaders as a cause of the 
trial and after the forced resignation of the Uniate Metropolitan Iosif Sem- 
bralović.47 It became morę closely identified with the Russian Empire 4 8 and 

43 Ncverthclcss even extreme Russophiles such as Naumović continucd to publicly 
asserl their loyally to the Austrian monarchy: “It is timc for us to cross the Rubicon and 
frankly announcc our position so tliat all can hcar: We carrnot reniain dividcd by the 
Grcat Wall of Cliina from our brethren and draw away from the linguistic, literary, cc- 
clesiastical and national Union with the wholc Russian world, Since 1848 we are no 
longer Ruthenians; wc arc irue Russians. Still just as in the past, so we remain in the fu¬ 
turę unshakable in our loyally to Our Most August Austrian Monarch and to the Illus- 
trious Dynasty of the Ilapsburgs.” Svistun, p. 232. 

44 Russian Panslavism may be considered a political offshoot of Slavophilism. The 
lattcr was first developed in the works of the Western Slavs Jan Kollar and Pavel Josef 
Śafarik. AIready the Slovak Kollar had envisioned Russia as the futurę leader of the 
Slavic nations and predicted the assimilation of the smaller Slavic pcoples into the larger 
ones as a natural process. The Russian Slavophilcs gave the ideology a specifically Rus¬ 
sian anti-westem cultural tinge. The aim of Russian Panslavism was decidedly political: 
the union of all the Slavs under the hegentony of the Russian Tsar. Its immediate objec- 
tive was the liberation of the Slavs under Ottoman and llapsburgh rule. Already in 1867, 
General RosLislav l'adeev writing in M. Katkov’s Russkij Vestnik % thought of the annexa- 
tion of Austrian Galicia as the first step in the process of Russia’s ftght against German 
expansion. Panslavism often proved an embarrassment for Russian Rcalpolitik and 
ccascd to be a political forcc after the Russo-Turkish war. It continued however as a 
cultural and religious movement. Comparc Hans Kohn, Die Skrwen md der Westen 
(Wien 1956); Nicholas V. Riasanovsky, Russland md der Westen (Milnchen 1954); T. 
Ćapck, The Sloraks of Hangary — Slavs and Panslavism (Ncvv York 1906); on Kollar 
see J. M. Kirschbaum, Jan Kollar — Slorak Poet of Panslavism (Cleveland 1966). 

45 See Mieczysław Tanty, “Kontakty Rosijskich Komitetów Słowiańskich ze 
Słowianami z Austro-Węgier,“ Kwartalnik Historyczny 71(1964), pp. 59-77. 

46 Naumović was accuscd not of having convcrted peasatits to Orlhodoxy but of 
having had contacts and having received funds from institutions bascd in the Russian 
Empire. 

47 The loss of the Chełm (Cholni) diocesc to the Orlhodox, bad publicity on 
account of the Basitian reform, charges of Russophilism and philo-Orthodoxy by the 
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its instiLulions and less wilh the autochthonous culture of ihe Galician 
Ruthenians. 

Aclually ihe russophile movement remained sironger among the emi- 
grants in the United States than it did in Auslrian Galicia where the ukrain- 
ophile tendency became dominant. In America il was encouraged by several 
russophile priests who emigraled there and laler by Orthodox priests who 
arrived from the Russian Empire. A good proportion of the emigrants at the 
beginning were from “Lemkov§ćina” or “Lemkovska Rus’” an economi- 
cally deprived region bordering on elhnological Polish and Slovak lerrilory, 
on the south-western fringes of the Carpalhians. The inhabitants spoke an 
East Slavic dialect with many borrowings from neighbouring languages and 
archaic forms.49 Already at the end of the eighteenth century, the Lemki 
showed russophile sympathies when they supported the Russian army 
against the Polish Confederates. When the Russian army in 1849 passed 
through Lemko terrilory, it was again welcomed by the inhabitants 
including the Greek Catholic clergy, one of whom, a certain Michaił Kon- 
stantinović, was even decorated with a cross of honour. Later the Lemki 
became divided between Russophiles and Ukrainophiles, but the former 
movement did not fade as it did in most of Eastern Galicia. Rather it bur- 
geoned into a fuli fledged popular Orlhodox movement and continues to the 
present day. The Lemki in the United States likewise developed conflicling 


Poles and finally the Orlliodox movcmcnt on llic eastern fringe of Galicia — all influ- 
cnccd Scmbratović’s resignation. The reputation of the Greek Catholic Church in Galicia 
reached a Iow point. Even Franz Joseph 1, traditionally a defender of the Greek Catholic 
Church. remarked at a senii-public gathering of his military personnel: “I would be happy 
if all Galicia were Roman Catholic." Matkovs’kyj, p. 63. 

in 1903 the “Galitsko-russkoc blagotvoritel‘noc obśćestvo” was founded in St. 
Petersburg to aid the Galician Russophiles, encourage contacts and Slimulate the interests 
of Russians in Galician affairs. 

49 The “Lcmky” are today considered a western Ukrainian tribc together with the 
“Bojky” and the “Ilutsuly." Sonic considcr or considered themsclves Polish or Russian 
while others opt for a distinct national identity. Thcir cihnic lianie is derived from the 
word “leni" which in their dialect nicans "only,” Originally the name “Lemky" was givcn 
to them by the Bojky, while tliey continncd to dcscribe thcniselvcs as “Rusnjaky.” Somc 
publications have appeared written in the dialect. See “Korotkyj ohljad istoriji Lcm- 
kovśćyny," Prikarpatskaja Rus’ pod riadeniem Arstrii (Trumbull 1970), pp. 539-541. 
For a discussion of the various national tcndcncies among the Lemki see “Sto musyme o 
sobi znaty y pamjataty!," Kalendar “Lemka " na z\yćajnyj rok 1935 (Przemyśl 1934), pp. 
133-134 and especially Paul Robert Magocsi, “Religion and Identity in the Carpathians,” 
Cross Ciirrenls 7 (1988), pp. 87-107. 
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national ideologies. The Russophiles finally founded the “Lemko Sojuz” in 
1931, while the Ukrainophiles developed the “Orhanizatsija Oborany 
Lemkivśćyny” in 1936 and much later in 1973 the “Svitova Federatsija 
Lemkiw.” The former analhematized the latler as “mazepinlsy,” while the 
Ukrainophiles countered with the name “katsapy” for their russophile breth- 
ren. 50 

The interesls of bolh the Galician Russophiles and Ukrainophiles were 
centred in the cultural life of the Russian Empire, allhough the latter were 
inspired by the Ukrainian movement which ran counter to official policy. 
Both the Ukrainophiles in Galicia and those in the Russian Empire came to 
consider themselves members of an independent ethnicity whose ethno- 
graphic territory stretched from the Carpathians to the Caucasus. 

Interesl in the past of the Ukrainę or Liltle Russia had been fanned by 
ethnographical research done in the Russian Empire at the end of the eighl- 
eenth century. The Ukrainian movemenl in the Russian Ukrainę began as an 
elitist movemenl — the so-called “chlopomany” — with populist interesls 
among the old Cossack aristocracy of the Left-bank Ukrainę in the dislricls 
of Char’kov and Poltava. At the beginning of the łasi century, Ukrainophile 
groups began to organize themselves on the pattern of Masonie loges, in¬ 
spired by early Slavophile utopian ideals and dreaming of an independent 
Ukrainian republic which would take ils place alongside its brother Sla- 
vonic nations. At First the movement was predominaiely cullural with roots 
in the theory of the Iwo Rus’ nations propagaled by Kostomarov, but later 
political implications became evident. Naturally the separatist elements in- 
herent in such a political philosophy could only antagonise the imperial 
Russian aulhorities and the movement was suppressed during the Nikolae- 
van era. 

In Galicia the movement began in the 1860’s among the university 
youth and the students of the theological seminary. It was mostly composed 
of young people (hence their name “molodo-rusiny” — “Young 
Ruthenians”) although some clergymen were also involved. The Young 
Ruthenians were much less clerically organised than the Old Ruthenians, 
although they saw the value of attracting priests to their movement. Only 

^ Sec Birkbeck, pp. 305-322. for a firsl hand accoum of national consciousness 
among the Lcmki at the time of the cmigrations to America. For a discussion of the vari- 
°us national ideologies among the Lemki, see Rcinfuss. pp. 118-134 and Paul Robert 
Magocsi, Our People: Carpatho Rusyns and their Descendants in North America 
(Toronto 1984), pp. 55-60. 
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through Ihe parish priest would Ihey be able to gain a hołd over the 
peasantry and win the usually indifferent peasant for their ideology. 51 The 
Young Ruthenians were not socialists in a strict sense, at least at the 
beginning. They were rather romanlics drawn to the common folk as to the 
preserver of a nalional ethos and liked wearing their Cossack costumes as a 
symbol of pride in their remote past. Because of their interest in the peasant 
they became also known as “narodovisy” — “Populists,” but they were 
much less radical and less interested in political upheaval than their 
counterparts in the Russian Empire. The “narodovtsy” proclaimed their 
loyalty to the Austrian government although they stood for self-rule in 
Galicia. In 1885 they formed a political party — the “Narodna Rada.” In 
1891 the populisl radical wing formed its own political party which was 
decidedly Socialist and anti-clerical. A leading radical was the noted author 
and puhlicist Ivan Franko, later to be glorified in forthcoming tomes of 
Soviet Ukrainian literary hislory. 52 

Contact with the Ukrainophile movement in the Russian Empire and the 
Populists in Galicia developed only later.53 The Galicians became ac- 
ąuainled with the poetry of Śevćenko only during the 1860’s. Il was even- 


51 See Jean-Paul Himka, “Pricsts and Peasanis: The Uniate Pastor and the 
Ukrainian National Movement in Austria, 1867-1900," Canadian Slavonic Papers 21 
(March 1978), pp. 1-14. 

52 Franko, the leading Ukrainian Socialist known for his ficrcc conflicts with the 
Greek Catliolic establishment, had also cxprcsscd a wish to emigrate to America. He was 
warned by a friend that once there he was surę to havc his troublcs with ‘The priests." 
Franko’s interlocutor went on to citc the familiar East Slavic proverb: “One should not 
be afraid to go into the forest because of the wolvcs." Franko rcmained in Galicia. John- 
Paul Himka. “Ivan Volians’kyi. The Formative Years of the Ukrainian Community in 
America," Ub'ajins 'kyj Istoryk 12(1975). p. 66. 

52 Actually the specifically Ukrainian terminology as uscd by modern Ukrainian 
authors was vcry rarcly employed in Galicia during the nineteenth century. Both Rus- 
sophiles and Ukrainophiles referred to themselvcs as rcspectively nisskij or rus 'kyj nalu- 
rally with different connotalions. The Ukrainian author Pritsak also recognizes this 
problem: “in the east the term Rus’ was supplantcd by the term Ukrainę, espccially in the 
nineteenth century, gaining recognition and replacing to a cerlain estent the term Little 
Russia or Mała Rossija,” Omcljan Pritsak in Procko, “Rise of Ethnic Consciousness ...", 
p. 70. In Galicia, where the danger of enforced Russification did not esist as in the Rus¬ 
sian Empire there was no immediatc need even for the Ukrainophiles to introduce the 
specifically Ukrainian terminology from the East. The tendency of modern Ukrainian 
authors to subsiitutc evcrywhcrc modern Ukrainian terminology for the oldcr Ruthenian 
variant when writing about nineteenth century Galicia is polilically motivated and adds 
to much confusion when sifting through their writings. 
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tually Mychailo Drahomanov, a leader of the ukrainophile movement in the 
Russian Empire, who through his contacts with Franko and other populisl 
leaders, convinced them of their common national affiliation. It was like- 
wise Drahomanov and the radical populists who evolved the idea of Galicia 
as a Ukrainian Piedmont where the political climate would be morę congen- 
ial to the development of the ukrainophile ideology than in the Russian 
Empire.-*’'* Eventually the populist movemenl in Galicia began to take on a 
dislinctly Ukrainian tinge and the Populists began to be known as 
“Ukrainophiles."ss 

The Populists or Ukrainophiles were likewise interested in linguistic 
questions. While the Old Ruthenians insisted on constructing a literary 
language on the basis of the Church Slavonic herilage and etymological 
orthography (some had at First even proposed that Church Slavonic be used 
as the literary language) and the Russophiles advocated writing in literary 
Russian or its approximate equivalent, the Populists wished to base the 
literary language on one of the dialects spoken in Galicia. The atmosphere 
was highly polemical. The Russophiles found the language of the Ukraino¬ 
philes primitive and boorish. The Ukrainophiles retorted branding the Rus- 


Drahomanov perccivcd neveiilieless that the Ruihenian culturc in Galicia was in 
many respccls different than that in the Russian Ukrainę. Surprisingly he thought the 
literaturę of the Galician Populists closer in spirit to Russian literaturo than that of the 
Russophiles: “The literaturo of the ‘Moskophilcs' has nothing esscniially in common 
with Russian literaturę. The literaturę of the 'Narodovtsy' is closer to Ukrainian and in 
spirit also to Russian literaturę, but essentially it is still far removcd . , . Only the litera¬ 
turę of the radical faction is elose to Russo-Ukrainian literaturę.” M. Drahomanov, Listy 
na naddniprjamku Ukrainu (Kołomyja 1894), p. 118. (Cited in Svistun, p. 369). 

■‘'S Ukrainophiles and Russophiles cach accused the otltcr side of taking advantage 
of the current political situation. The Russophiles accused the Austrian govemment of 
favouring the Ukrainophiles and the Ukrainophiles of playing into the hands of the Poles, 
who wished at all costs to keep the Russian nation divided. It is truć that on occasion the 
imperial govcmmcnt did favour the Ukrainophiles sińce they were not hostile to Vicnna 
and they were a deterrent against the succcss of Panslavist propaganda. Vienna howevcr 
did not supporl the overlly separatist ainis of the movement and conseąuently discour- 
aged the usc of the name “Ukrainian" as referring to the nationality of the Ruthenians. 
On the other hand the Ukrainophiles accused the Russophiles of preparing for the pos- 
sibility of an cventual annexation by Russia of Galicia, in vicw of the wcakncss of Aus¬ 
tria after the disastrous outeome of the conflict with Prussia in 1866. The posilion of 
imperial Russia regarding the succcss of the Russophile movement in Galicia was far 
from disinterested, It vicwcd the success of the Galician Russophiles with satisfaction, 
espceially sińce they propagated an ideology opposcd to that of the Ukrainophiles, a 
movement which St, Petersburg was trying to suppress wiihin its own territories. 
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sophiles “Moskvofily” and “naLional renegades,” charging them with 
wishing to introduce an artificial language, which they termed “jazyćie,” 
foreign to everyday linguistic reality. Eventually through contacls with 
Ukrainian nalionalists from the Russian Empire the idea of using a Galician 
dialect as the basis of the literary language faded and dialecls from the 
Leflbank Ukrainę were chosen for this purpose.56 

Eventually by the beginning of the twenlieth century the Ukrainophile 
movement became dominant in Galicia. 57 In America, on the contrary, 
many of the early Galician emigrants eventually opted for a Russian na- 
lional identity. 

The Rutiienians oi- Hungary — Culture and Society 

Ecclesiastically the Greek Catholics in Hungary were subjects of the 
bishops of Mukaćevo (Munkacs). 58 Later the diocese of Preśov (Eperjes) 5 ? 


56 The Ukrainian literary language was based on the diulccts of the South-East: 
Charkov, Poltava and the region south of Kiev. Later lliis language was adopled by the 
Galicians and many “Galieianisnis" entered the language cspecially in those fields such 
as law, govemmenl and science, which were closcd to Ukrainian in the Russian Empire. 
The introduction of ihcse “Galicinnisms" later eauscd discontem and led to two linguistic 
discussions (in 1891-1893 and in 1907-1912) bctwecn the defcnders of the "pure” 
language and the “westernized” variant. See George Y. Shevelov, “Ukrainian,” The 
Slavic Literary Languages (New Haven 1980), p. 153. 

57 Dryud, in his doctoral dissertation, showed that the ukrainophile party was the 
morę vital in Galicia at the beginning of this century. It had “a morę limited Capital in- 
vcstntent, but cvidenlly a largcr circulation for its publications and could tum the pro- 
ceeds from the sale of its publications back into the production of new materials several 
limes a year.” Keith Paul Dryud, The Rusin Qucsiion in Eastern Europę and in America, 
1890-World War 1 (unpublished doctoral dissertation — University of Minnesota 1976), 
p. 72. 

58 1'he diocese of Mukaćevo (Dioecesis Munkacsicnsis) was erected by Clemcnt 
XIV in 1771 as a suffragan to the Hungarian primatial see of Eszteigom (Strigonium). In 
fact, Mukaćeco e.tnsted long before its otTicial erection or “canonization” although its 
origins and most of its history before the Union of Uźgorod is at best obscurc. At the 
limę of the mass Ruthcnian emigration, Mukaecvo had two bishops: Ivan (Joann) Pastclij 
(Janos Pasztelyi) front 1875 to 1891 and Julij Firtsak (Gyula Firczak) front 1891 untii 
1912. While Pasteli) was a Magyarone. Firtsak encouragcd the popular Rulhenian cul¬ 
ture. Pastelij was born in 1826 into a pricstly family of Magyar culture. Pastclij’s uncle 
and intmediate prcdcccssor Stefan Panković (Islvan Pankovics) likewise championed 
Hungarian cultural values. A widower, Pastclij was nominated bishop of Mukaćeco over 
the protests of neighbouring prclatcs but with the supporl of Hungarian ecclesiastical and 
political circles. Pastelij later urged the magyarisation of the Rulhenian schools. A sur- 
plus of priests in his diocese allowed a number of them to work in America among the 
emigrants. Firtsak. Pastelips successor was also a widów and a former sentinary rector. 
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was also created for them in Slovak ethnographic territory. The ecclesiasli- 
cal structures of these Rulhenian bishoprics were hislorically morę closely 
incorporaled into Ihe Roman Catholic Church of ihe Hungarian Kingdom 
than were the Greek Catholics of Galicia in Ihe Polish Church. Until 1771 
the Latin rite bishops of Ihe diocese of Eger in norlheaslem Hungary re- 
fused lo recognize the existence of a double hierarchy in the Hungarian 
Kingdom. The bishop of Mukaćevo functioned as the “vicarius ritualis” of 
Eger. The Rulhenian parish priests were regarded as the assistanls of those 
ofthe Latin rite. 

Politically and socially the Ruthenians were the most backward of Hun- 
gary’s lninoriues. They had never enjoyed any degree of territorial sover- 
eignty within the Hungarian Kingdom. They possessed no social or polili- 
cal instilulions outside of the church. They were also among the poorest of 
Hungary’s inhabilants condemned lo eke out their existenee in their isolaled 
mountainous homeland with its lack of feriile land. In Socialist terms, their 
social milieu has been described as follows: 

Zur Zcit der Jahrhundcrlwende gehórten dic Ruthenen (Karpatoukrainer) 
zu den geselIschaftlich ruckstandligsten Nationalitatcn Ungarns. lhre 
Gesellschaft bestand fast ausschliesslich aus Baucm. Ein ruthenischer 


He began a programme of economic assistance lo the poor of his diocese which parlially 
succeeded in ebbing the flood of emigration which had dccimatcd entire villagcs. Anial 
Hodinka, A Mimkacsi Gdrog Katolikns Piispiikseg lortenctc (Budapcsi 1909). “Istorija 
Mukaćevskoj Jcparchii,” Zololo-Jtibilejnyj Kale udar ’ Greko Kąfi. Sojedinenija (Munliall 
1942), pp. 213-232. Aihanasius Pckar, The Bishops of the Mukachevo Eparchy 
(Pittsburgh 1978). 

59 The diocese of PrcSov (Dioeccsis Epcrjcssensis. Fragopolitanae, Preśovcnsis) 
was established by Kaiser Franz I in 1816, erectcd and confirmed by Pius VII iwo years 
later. The bishop of Prcsov (Epcrjes) from 1883 lo 1911 was Ivan (Joann) Valij (Janos 
Valyi). Valij was bom at Óvcncsclo in 1837 into a soi-disanl noble family of Greek 
Catholic clerics. His culture was Magyar and hc rcmained aloof from the Slavophilcs and 
nalional awakeners. Corrcspondencc wńth tlić bishop was in Magyar or Latin and a 
sourcc noled ihat one clerical pelilioner rcceived a reprimand wlien he tried lo writc ihe 
bishop in “Ruthcnian.” (Dryud, p. 74) Al lite beginning of his limę of officc, Valij madę 
sonie attempt ai learning the language and culturc of his peasant flock. Kubinyi. a 
Ukrainophile, lhoughi ihat Valij was blackmailed into becoming a morę pliant tool of the 
Magyarisers (Kubinyi, p. 122). In 1900 lic led the pilgrimagc of Hungarian Greek Caiho- 
lics to Romę, wherc ihcy pelilioned the Holy Sec to creatc a scparale diocese wherc 
Hungarian would be cmployed as ihe liturgical language (Hajdudorog). “Istorija Prja- 
5evskoj Jcparchii,” Zoloto-Jubilejna Kniha . . . . pp, 232-242. Julius Kubinyi, The 
Ilisroiy ofPrjaśiy Eparchy (Romac 1970), pp. 122-125. and Lacko, “A Brief Survcy of 
the 1 Iistory of the Slovak Catholics .. .,” pp. 210-211. 
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GroBbesitzcr war geradezu unbckannt. Die Zahl der miltleren Grundbe- 
sitzer betrug — sami Familienangchorigcn - ctwa 70. Um die Jahrhun- 
dcrlwendc gab es auch keine rulhcnischen Industrickapitalisten. lnfolge 
der zuriickgcbliebenen kapitałislischcn Industrieenlwicklung war der 
Prozentsatz der ruthenischen lndustriearbeiter unbedeutend . . . Zur 
Jahrhundertwende verfugte also die ruihcnische Gesellschaft nicht uber 
jcne Klassen, die dazumal bei den relativ entwickelleren osteuropaischen 
Volkem vorzufinden waren. Die namcnhallen Fachleme der ost- und 
sudosteuropaischen geschichtlichen Entwicklung, ... Z. 1. Tóth und . . . E. 
Nicdcrhauser, nennen solehe Gcsellschaften ‘unvollcndei’ Gcsellschaftcn, 
d. h. solehe, die keine feudalc Grundbesit/.erklassc hatten.60 

The Rulhenians in Hungary eventually splil into morę faciions than 
those in Galicia. The same aulhor goes on to describe the situation: 

Am F.ndc des 19, Jahrhundcrts bestand die ruihcnische Gcsellschaft — 
ausser den Baucm — aus der Intclligenz, die sich nach dem oster- 
reichisch-ungarischen Ausgleich von 1867 immer entscheidender in zwei 
Richlungcn aufspallcle. Der cine Tcil begann sich zu magyarisicren, der 
andere vcrtral ais ‘nationale’ Intclligenz die Forderung der Bewcgung der 
nalionalen Wicdergcburt. Doch niuss bemerkt werden, dass auch der 
‘nationale’ Fliigel nicht einheitlich war, sondern in der Frage der 
zukiinftigen Schrillsprache in verschiedcnc Richtungen zerficl. 61 

The “national” movement to which the author refers to above eventually 
split into a russophile, rusinophile and ukrainophile faction. 

Nevertheless, the greatest influence on the Rulhenians in the Hungarian 
Kingdom was by far that of Magyar culture. Even before the Ausgleich and 
the various governmenl enforced magyarisation programms, patriotic Hun- 
garians could recall the Ruthenians as the “gens fidelissima” who fought 
“cum Deo pro patria et libertale” at the side of their Magyar lords under the 
command of Prince Ferenc 11 Rakoczy in 1703 against Hapsburg absolul- 
ism.62 Neilher did the Ruthenians, unlike Hungary’s other minorities —- the 
Rumanians and especially iheir neighbours the Slovaks — take part in the 
struggle for national autonomy in 1848.63 On the contrary the sludents of 


60 M. Mayer, "Beitragc zur Gescliichte der Rulhcnen (Karpaiotikrainer) um die 
Jahrhundertwende," Acta llistorica Aciuleiniai’ Schmiiantm Hungaricac, 19 (1973). p. 
115. 

6' Ibid. 

6- Sec Alexander Bonkalć, The Ru.tyns (New York 1990) pp. 22-25, for additional 
csamplcs of Ruthcnian dcvotion to the causc of Rakoczy, 

03 I lic Slovaks, long dormunt, had been aciivated tlirough contacis with the early 
Slavophiles froni the Czech lands and also ihrough the work of their own national 
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the Greek Catholic seminary of Użgorod composed a poem in imitation of 
Pelofy’s famous “Talpra Magyar” and many joined Kossuth’s revolutionary 
army.6 4 

Through the Ausgleich of 1867, Hungary received fuli autonomy from 
Vienna and the era of Dualism or “Home Rule” began. Hungary had, how- 
ever, just recovered from the humiliating reprisals undertaken by the impe¬ 
rial govemment after the lost revolution. A deep distrust of the central gov- 
ernment mixed with the knowledge that Vienna held an important ace — 
the national minorities which it could use as a counterweight to ever morę 
daring demands by the Magyars for extended autonomy. In this charged 
political atmosphere the Magyars fell morę than ever the danger of them- 
selves becoming a national minority in their own country.65 The solution to 
this problem involved the rethinking of traditional pluralistic altitudes to- 
ward the minorilies<>6 and the launching of a less toleranl policy. Kalman 
Tisza, who held the reigns of Hungarian politics as Minister-President from 
1874 to 1890 slaled clearly in 1875: 


“awakener” Ludovit Śtur. In 1842 Ihey unsuccessfully peiiiioned ihe empcror for aid 
against Hungarian rcpression. In 1848 they offcrcd armed resistance to the honvćd army 
of Lajos Kossuth (hiniself of SIovak origin). Tliey dcmanded a national assembly, na¬ 
tional guard, freedom of the press, the right to use Slovak as the language of administra- 
tion in their counties and the right to display the Slovak flag alongside the Hungarian tri- 
colour. The Ruthcnians on the othcr hand rcmained paralyzed in the economic grip of 
their landlords who also exercised the juridical powers. Only a smali group of Rutheni- 
ans under the leadership of the russophile Adol’f Dobrjanskij opposcd the Magyars and 
worked for co-operation with the Hapsburgs. The higlier clergy and what therc was of a 
lay intelligentsia stood solidly behind the cause of Hungarian indcpcndcnce. See J. Pcr- 
eni, Iz islorii zakarpatskich ukraintsev 1849-1914 (Budapest 1957) and Istvan Barta, 
Hisloire dc la llongrie des origines ń nos jows (Budapest 1974). p. 289. 

64 Bonkaló, pp. 25-26. 

^ Johann Gottfried Herder, the founder of romantic folk nationalism from which 
the early Slavophilcs took their inspiration, prcdicted the disappearancc of the Magyars 
from the community of Luropean nations as a result of the awakening of the minorities. 
Peter F. Sugar (ed.), A Hisiory of Hungary (Bloomington 1990). p. 180. 

66 Actually before 1843 the official language of the Hungarian Kingdom was 
Latin. Since the sixteenth century the language of the Diet and the courls was likewise 
Latin. Only in 1843 did the Hungarian authorities begin sending Communications to the 
Croat authorities in Magyar and no longer in Latin. It was likewise the language of 
higher cducation and sccond place was given not to Hungarian but to German. 
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Thcre can be only one viablc nation wiihin ihe froniiers of Ilungary: that 
political naLion is Ihe Ilungarian one. Ilungary cannot bccome an eastern 
Switzerland becausc ihcn it would cease to cxist. 67 

An immediate aim of magyarisation was Ihe creation of a Magyar 
speaking administrative class. It was molivated by fear of ihe spread of 
Panslavist ideas among the minorities as well as by centuries of resentment 
over German control of the interior affairs of the kingdom. The stage was 
set by the Nalionality Bill of 1868 which in a well known and ambiguous 
clause slated that all citizens of Hungary formed politically a single nation: 
the indivisible, unitary Hungarian or Magyar nation (magyar nemzel). 68 

Magyarisation was a cultural rather than racial phenontena and pro- 
ceeded on educational and socio-cultural lines.69 The historian Bela Griin- 


6 7 John Lukacs. Budapest 1900: A llistoncal Bortrait of the City and its Culture 
(New York 1988). p. 126. 

68 In Hungarian tlić ternis “Ilungarian" and “Magyar" are rendered by the same 
word — “magyar." German and oilicr languages disiinguishes bctwccn “ungarisch" — 
the pcople and “magyar(iseli)" — the language. The Word "nemzel" — "nation" likewise 
possessed a particidar eonnoialion referring not so much to a pcople in the modern sense 
as does the German “Volk.“ but rather to the Magyar '"liisiorieal classes” i. e. the assem- 
bly of aristocrats and noblcs of the land. 

69 The ąuestion of the enforeed magyarisation of llic nationalities is vigourously 
disputed by many Ilungarian hisiorians and just as vigourously stressed by the hislorians 
of llic minorities. Tor a Ilungarian vicw sec Julcs (Gyula) Szekfii. Etat et nation (Paris 
1945). Szekfii defined Slovak naiionalism as "Des sa naissancc, le nationalisme slova- 
que, a lendance tcheque. se basa sur unc iaierpreiation sentimentale et fantastiąue de 
Thistoire. pour esiger la dislocaiion du vieil Ćtai hongrois." Magyarisation affeeted to a 
varying dcgrcc all of llungary's non Magyar "nalions of the State" Rumaitians, Slovaks, 
Gcrnians. Rutlienians and Serbs besides the Jews and to a lesser degree the Croats. It 
rcmains truć howevcr that somc of the minorities and in partictilar the Rutlienians pos¬ 
sessed an almost tribal and religious sense of nalionality rather than a modern conccption 
of historical siatchood, In 1868 Ilungarian was dcclared the official language of admini- 
stration. justice and liighcr education. althotigli the ollier languages eould be used on a 
local lcvcl. In 1875 it was madę compulsory in all clcmentary schools of the minorities 
and in 1891 in nursery schools. In 1874 the only Ihree Slovak seeondary schools werc 
closcd, A year later the Slovak cultural organization “Matica Slovcnskń was forbidden, 
Laws were introduced which gave cvery place in Ilungary an official Magyar namc and 
reduccd the fcc for tliose who wislicd [o changc their surnames for Magyar equivalents. 
All civil servants and tcaehcrs were rcquired to know Magyar. The Apponyi school laws 
of 1907 subjeeled tcachers to evcn eloser eonltol in national maiicrs and cvery child 
upon completion of his fourth school year was rcquircd to be ablc to c.\press himself in 
Ilungarian. Sec C. A. Macartney, Hangary: A Short History (Lidinburgh 1962) pp. 182- 
193. On the campaign for the magyarisation of family names sec Simon Telkes, llow to 
Bccome a Ilungarian (Milano 1977/Budapcst 1898). 
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wald, a leading exponeni of magyarisalion, held that the non-Magyar peo- 
ples of Hungary were “nol capable of independent development” and in a 
surge of optimism declared that it was 

the destiny of Magyardom to assimilatc them, to absorb them into a supe¬ 
rior people” thercby fulfilling the “Magyar duty to humanity, to elevatc 
them as if we were the champions of civilization. 7 ° 

While it actually changed the cullure of the outlying villages to bul a 
limited degree its influence was stronger in the cities and among the inlelli- 
gentsia. 71 

The Ruthenian minority was especially vulnerable to magyarisalion 
sińce their intelligentsia was smali and insignificanl. 72 A part of the lay in- 
telligentsia — physicians, lawyers, secondary school teachers — settled in 
Budapesl and no longer considered themselves Ruthenians but ralher 
“Greek Catholic Magyars.” By 1901 one Hungarian publicist travelling 
through the Subcarpathian territory could notę with satisfaction that the 
Ruthenians had become “Magyars from head to toe.” 7 3 

Already during the 1860’s bul especially during the lasl decade of the 
nineteenth century, a similar trend appeared in the Greek Catholic church 
itself, which in the past had always sided politically with the Magyars. It 
affected especially the higher clergy, particularly the bishops who were 
chosen from among the magyarised priestsJ4 It was especially slrong 


70 Lukacs, pp. 128-129. 

71 Budapcst was three ąuarters German speaking in 1848. By 1900 it declared it¬ 
self 79.8% Magyar. 

72 ln 1866 in the four secondary schools of northern Hungary there were 286 
Ruthenian students and 2. 270 Hungarians. By 1871 there were only 131 Ruthenians and 
4.055 Hungarians. Ilalf the Ruthenians had already begun to State their nationality as 
Hungarian. Svistun, p. 292. Magocsi (The Shaping . . , , p. 66) enumcraled the ways the 
Hungarian government attempted to pul niagyarising pressure on Ruthenian society: 
“clectoral discrimination, police survcillance of suspeeted Pan-Slavs, limitation of con- 
tacts with Galicia, and polemical attacks on the revivcd St. Basil Society. to trials for 
treason against peasants who convcrtcd to Orthodoxy.” 

7 ^ Magosci, pp. 68-69. 

74 Stefan Panković (lstvan Pankovics) (1820-1874) who became bishop of 
Mukaćevo in 1867 was singled out by the Russophiles as a particularly notorious 
magyariser. Svistun, p. 290. Panković undertook measures against the niore nationalisti- 
cally minded Society of Saint Basil the Great. removcd certain intluential russophile 
teachers and cditors from their posts and had them iransferred and ended plans for the 
construction of a Ruthenian National Home. In 1873 a vieariate was eslablished at Ha- 
jdudorog wherc attempts were madę to introduce the Magyar vernaeular into the liturgy. 
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among the higher clerical circles of the diocese of Mukaćevo7^ The 
magyarising clerics and laity wished to create a form of the liturgy which 
would less and less resemble that used by the Russian Orthodox: hence the 
trend toward further latinisation characteristic of the movement. The 
magyarising movement within the church reached its climax in 1900 with 
the pilgrimage to Romę, led by the two Greek Catholic bishops. The pil- 
grimage aimed unsuccessfully at securing Rome’s permission for the intro- 
duction of Hungarian as a liturgical language in some of the Greek Catholic 
parishes — an innovation that in spite of Roman opposition was unoffi- 
cially put into practice. 

The magyarisalion of a part of the Greek Catholic clergy caused a rift 
between priest and peasant and conlribuled to the success of the Orthodox 
movement both al home and in America. The magyarised Greek Catholic 
priest spoke Hungarian al home with his family and Rulhenian dialecl with 
his socially inferior parishioners. His sermons were likewise preached in 
Magyar. As in Galicia an effort was madę by the government to introduce 
ecelesiastic literaturę printed in the Latin alphabet with Hungarian orthog- 
raphy. 

Not everyone accepled magyarisalion as a result of government pres- 
sure. Many Ruthenians wished to become Magyars simply in order to raise 
their social standing and to lakę part in the cultural life of a “higher,” 
“historical” nation with an aristocratic tradition. Magyarisation provided 
the key to social advancement and only an assimilated Magyar could take 
fuli part in nineteenth century Hungarian society. Both Petófy and Kossuth 
are examples of Slavs who preferred to become Magyars. 

An analogous Ruthenian awakening to the one in Galicia began at the 
end of the 1840’s but was seriously weakened during the 1870’s as a result 
of magyarisation. Its leaders after 1851 were the priest Aleksandr Duch- 
nović, a canon of the Preśov diocese and AdoPf Ivanović Dobrjanskij, a 

risking evcn the dircct disapproval of Romc. Panković declared pointedly "If now we 
live under the rulc of the Magyars, then we should become Magyars.” Magosci, The 
Shaping p. 56. 

7 - i The diocese of Pre5ov included sonie Russophilc clerics who stressed the cthnic 
links of Subcarpathian Rus" with Galicia. These were howcver outnumbered by the 
magyarone clerics with their sense of social elitism. In the New World a marked antago- 
nism appeared between the Mukaćevo clerics (mukaćcvtsy) with their aristocratic Hun¬ 
garian manners and their ability to occupy the better Ruthenian parishes and those from 
Prcśov (prjaśevtsy), closer culturally to the Slovaks, who sometimes in America sided 
with the Galicians. 
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political figurę. In 1866 just after the death of Duchnović Ihe “Obśćestvo 
sv. Vasilija Velikago” or “Society of St. Basil the Great” was founded in 
Użgorod. The aims of the society were literary and cullural. This society 
evolved into, in the words of one aulhor, the “Mitlelpunkt der Bewegung 
der ruthenischen nationalen Wiedergeburt.” 7 ^ At first il was dominated by 
the Russophiles. Laler the magyarising tendency became apparent and rusi- 
nophile views were adopted. During the 1890’s the budding ukrainophile 
movement could also be delecied wilhin the ranks of its members. From the 
very beginning, membership was open not only to the Ruthenians in Hun- 
gary bul to any person in the Austrian Empire who accepted the aims and 
work of the society. Such an arrangement was not at all to be taken for 
granted under a government which as a matter of principle discouraged 
contacts between the Galician and Hungarian Ruthenians. 

The founding fathers of the Rulhenian national movement in Hungary 
— I)uchnović, Dobrjanskij and Ivan Rakovskij — quickly developed a rus- 
sophile ideology.77 Like the Galician Russophiles their first opportunity to 
observe at first hand real Great Russian people came when Russian troops 
crossed the Carpathian mountain passes to crush the revolutionary govern- 
ment of Kossuth. Duchnović wrote of this evenl in glowing terms: 

1 was once carried away by joy when I saw in 1849 for the first limę the 
glorious Russian army which had come to subdue the rebellious Magyars. 
I have not the strength to describe or evcn exprcss the feeling of gladness 
which 1 experienced when I saw the first Cossack on the strecis ofPreśov. 
Enraptured, I danced and wept, and let forth a wholc storm of tears and 
exclaimcd “Now dismiss Thy scrvant in peace, O Master ..." 1 immedi- 
ately got acąuainted wilh General Sel’van and Majors Petrov, Ruban, 
Kolacov, lvantsov and Mużajka and with all the officers, and 1 offered 


76 M. Mayer, p. 117. 

77 All of them were ncvcrthclcss products of Magyar schools. While the nalional 
awakener Duchnović spoke an Eastern Slavonic dialeci ai homc, his cducation had been 
thoroughly Ilungarian. In his autobiography, he dcscribed his coiivcrsion lo Rus’ at the 
age of 31 while he was parish priest in the village of Beloveżi: '‘Thcn for the first linie 
was I among Ruthenians (rusiny), I realized thal I was a Rulhenian (rusin) and a Russian 
(russkoc) feeling awokc in my soul and I began to read and write in Russian (po-russki) 

but what was thcrc to read? I had ncver seen Russian books and I occupied myself 
with the Psaltcr and the Trifoloj, and I read in Chuich-Slavonic not knowing that in 
Russia that same language is the civil language (graźdanskoj jazyk).“ ‘'Kraikaja Bi- 
ografija Aleksandra Duchnoyića. Krylośana Prjaścvskago, im samym napisannaja, ’ in O. 
B Duchnovye, Tvory 3 (Prjaśiv 1989), pp. 404^405. 



196 


Conslantinc Simon, S.J. 


hospitality to them within my means and we became brothcrs lor all eter¬ 
nity. 78 

Duchnović was responsible for education in the diocese of Preśov and 
introduced Russian into the curriculum of the local gymnasium. 79 He like- 
wise began to teach other classes in Russian. Duchnović described the early 
days of the national revival: 

Aflcr the end of the unfortunale rebcllion, instigated by Kossuth, Hungar- 
ian Rusins inspired by the Russian troops began to think about their own 
nationality (stali dumat’ po-narodnomu) and began with their own weak 
forces to devclop a literaturę and 1, having becn inspired, awakened the 
Russian youth to the task. I published for the simplc peoplc a liltlc work 
enlitled “A Primcr for Bcginners” ... I also published a Russian Praycr- 
book. Almanach, Calendar etc. ... I can happily say that the Rusins of the 
Preśov Diocese were inspired by the national idea and the youth began to 
be active in the national spirit. Young girls were no longer ashamed to 
sing Russian songs and my national hymn “l was a Rusin, am and shall 
be” was sung cverywhere. Kven the Jews began to leam Russian. In the 
Preśov gymnasium I taught Russian and not only Rusins attended my les- 
sons, but also Slovaks and I lungarians.80 

Linguistically the Russophiles decided for the introduction of literary 
Russian rather than a local dialecl as the language of the national move- 
ment. They reasoned as follows: 

The Norih-East of llungary, settled by the Russian people, is 
mountainous. Its surface is formed in such a way that all the valleys open 
toward the South are inhabited by llungarians; the valleys are divided from 
each other by high mountain ranges. As a rcsull the inhabitanls of the 
various vallcys do not have much contact among thcmselves and on the 
other hand remain in dircct contact with the Hungarians of ihc plam. On 
account of this almost evcry valley and basin has its own Russian dialecl 
with its own idioms and expressions. An author, wishing to wrilc in the 
popular “Ugro-Russian” language would find il difficult to choose one of 
the dialecis as the literary language sińce that which is written in the 
dialcct of one of the valleys may not be to the tasle of the inhabitants of 
anolher and often may well be incomprehensible. Even that which is 


78 Duchnovyć, Tvory 3, p. 405. 

7 9 Duchnović continucd howcver to write prolifically in the local dialect, which he 
aposlropliized as a pure, simple. innocent maid who has still prescrved her virginity. 
Later however when he grew older lic opted for whal hc termed the “high style.” Paul R. 
Magocsi, The Language Question among the Suhcarpathian Rusyns (Fairview 1979), p. 
10 . 

80 $vistun, p. 178. 
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written in thc “Galician-Russian” and the Ukrainian dialects is not quite 
undcrstandablc for “Ugro-Russians.” The only way out of the problem is 
by accepting a literary language which would inelude in itself all the 
various dialecls. Such a language is nonę olher than common literary 
Russian — and thesc circumstances explain to us why “Ugro-Russians” 
feel inclined to write in it.81 

Great difTiculties however stood in their way. Literary Russian indeed 
provided an upgrading of the local dialects but was not readily understood 
by the populace.® 2 Secondly educational materials from Russia were not 
easily available in Hungary due to government importation restriclions. 
Neither did the govemment in any way favour the use of Russian. This 
hampered the formation of a morę far reaching Russophile movement on 
the popular level and restricted the Ruthenian literary culture produced in 
Hungary to a closed group. 

The tum of the century saw the formation of the “schismatische Bauern- 
bewegung” which involved the conversion to Orthodoxy of the peasants of 
a few Ruthenian villages in Maramaroś county. The local Russophile intel- 
ligentsia was careful not to become involved. Sympathy for Orthodoxy had 
been fanned by Pan-Slavisl Russian propaganda® 2 which the peasants had 
encountered as seasonal labourers in Galicia and by relurning wealthy 
peasants from the United States where they had already laken part in the 
budding Orlhodox movement. The movement started around the turn of the 
century among the Uniate Rumanians in the village of Szacsal. Afler the 
Orthodox neophytes had been acquitted afler a trial in Maramossziget it 
spread to the Ruthenian and Hungarian speaking Greek Catholics first in 
the village of Iza and later in Nagylucska (Velyki Lućky) in Bereg county. 
The Serbian Orthodox Metropolitan of Sremski-Karlovci was declared re- 
sponsible for the newly converled Orlhodox but hesitated in sending them a 
priest because of governmenl pressure. 

In reality there were deeper economic and social reasons behind the 
Bauembewegung. The peasants felt exploited by the local magyarised Uni- 


81 Svistun, pp. 178-179. 

82 Pererii (p. 158) points out that thc Rusyns could not easily undersiand thc Aus- 
trian laws when they were printed in 1849 in Russian. 

82 During the 1890’s the Rulhenians of Hungary bccamc iamiliar with Michaił 
Sarić s (Mihaly Szarics) brochurc “Bratskij privct brat’jam i sestram karpatnrussam, 
żivuś6im v prcdelach karpatskich gor i v Amerike” (S-Petcrburg 1893). 
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ate clergy and their stole fees84 and felt that their materiał lot would be 
lighler as Orthodox. The Soviet aulhor Kolomiets thought, with morę than a 
toueh of ideological preeonception, that the “Bauembewegung” was a sign 
of social protest against Hungarian oppression in religious disguise and a 
crystallising of the wish of the Ruthenian peasant to attain fraternal union 
with the Russian people.85 

The ukrainophile movement which began to dominate Ruthenian society 
in Galicia by the early years of the twentielh century took much longer to 
develop in Hungary. Mychailo Drahomanov visiled Subcarpalhia in 1875 
and 1876 but was appalled by the lack of enlhusiasm for the Ukrainian 
movement, fmding “Hungarian Rus” to be “farther separated even from 
Galicia than Australia is from Europe.”86 For Drahomanov and the Ukrain- 
ophiles, “Hungarian Rus” was the “lost brother” unjustly sundered from 
Galicia and the Ukrainian lands to the East with which it had enjoyed eth- 
nic and hislorical lies in the period of Kievan Rus’. Interest was fanned in 
Galicia for Subcarpalhia in the writings of Drahomanov’s student, the 
Gaician Volodymyr Hnaljuk. Suhcarpathian ukrainophile intellectuals un- 
der the leadership of Avhustyn Volośyn (Agoston Volosin) and later 
Avhustyn Stefan began to publish in Ukrainian and disseminate their politi- 
cal and cultural views al the end of the 1890’s. At the time of the First emi- 
grations to America, there was thus little interest among the Rulhenians of 
Hungary for the ukrainophile position. 

The clergy, however as a whole remained impervious to the movement 
perhaps because it feared difficullies with the Hungarian governmenl which 
discouraged contact between the Ruthenians of Hungary and lhose of 
Galicia. The peasants were even less alTected. According to Magocsi: 

With regard to immigration from what is now Transcarpathia and castern 
Czcchoslovakia, inhabitanls from thcsc lands began to pcrceive them- 
selvcs as Ukrainians only after the First World War and in many cases not 
until after the Sccond World War. Bcforc then, people from this area 


84 Duiies lo Ihe local priest included the “koblina” to bc paid in agricultural prod- 
ucts or currency and the “rokovitia" to be paid in physical labour. Lawrcncc Barrigcr, 
Good Victory: Metropolitan Orestes Chornock and the American Carpatho-Russian 
Orthodox Greek Catholic Diocese (Brooklinc), p. 16. 

8-“’ 1. G. Kolomiets, Sotsial no-ekonomieeskie otnośenija i ohśćestvennoe deiienie v 
Zakarpat'e vo rtoroj polovine XIX r. (Tomsk 1961-1962). 

86 Ivan L. Rudnytsky, “Carpatho-Ukraine: A People in Scarch of their Identity,” 
Essays in Modern Ukrainian History (Lidmonton 1987), p. 262. 
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identified lhcmselves as Rusyns or Russniaks and in many insiances they 
had no national consciousness. Their idcntity was limiled to thc parame- 
ters oftheir native village. 87 

In fact Ukrainisation of the Carpathian lerritory was accomplished with 
mixed results only with its annexation to the Soviet Union at the end of the 
Second World War.88 This was in tune with the official policy of the Com- 
munist party which afler 1926 embraced the ukrainophile interpretation of 
Subcarpathian hislory.89 Consistent with this policy was the decision of the 
Czechoslovak governmenl to adopt the use of Ukrainian terminology sińce 
1945 when dealing with the Ruthenian population of the Preśov region. 

The peasantry, as has jusl been seen, remained as a whole impervious to 
bolh Magyarisation and Ukrainophilia and moreover found the language of 
the Russophiles difficult to understand. Through study of these and related 
phenomena, some Ruthenian intellectuals argued thal the Ruthenian or 
Rusin people of norlh-eastem Hungary formed a particular compact enlity 
only indirectly related to other groups.90 These Rusinophiles often found 
the support of Magyar govemment circles for their ideas sińce they were 
profoundly less dangerous than those of eilher the Russophiles or Ukraino- 
philes which looked for aid oulside the borders of historical Hungary. San¬ 
dor Bonkalćfs work A Rutenek (Ruszinok) published in Budapest in 1940 
offers a classic presentation of the theory of an “Uhro-Rusin” nationality, 


87 Paul R. Magocsi, “Problems in the History of thc Ukrainian Immigration to the 
United States,"' The Ukrainian Experience in the United States ... . pp. 28-29. 

88 See Rudnytsky, Carpatho-Ukrainc .... p. 371, for a contrary view. 

89 Magocsi, The Shaping ..., p. 229. 

90 These particularities arc rctlcctcd also in the liturgical life of the Ruthenians of 
Hungary and their dcscendants. According to the Ruthenian author Stephen Gulovics the 
Ruthenians of Ilungary “had little in common, and very liltle contact, if any with the 
church in the ecclesiastical provincc of Galicia." S. Gu|ovics, “The Rusin Exarchatc in 
thc United States," The Eastern Churches Qnarierly. 6 (Oct. -Dcc., 1946), p. 5. The 
Russian Orthodox writer loann Boruch pointed out tliat as a result of this isolation froni 
Galicia and the eastern Slavs in generał. variant forms of liturgical chant devcloped 
among the Ruthenians of Ilungary. According to this author, the pronunciation and chant 
were basically the same. When contacts were limiled. bolh actual mistakes and sonie- 
limcs simplc variant forms as wcll as changes in the accent of individual syllablcs be- 
came standard in Hungary and arc retained to this day. I. G. Boruch, Nase tserkovno- 
narodnoe delo v Amerike ot naćala naśej entigraisii do nyneśnich dnej (New York 
1950), p. 31. An interesting pcculiarity of pronunciation may be observed in the way the 
Ruthenians of Hungary pronouncc the Church-Slavonic word “nyne"’ as “nonji — a 
smali detail which serves to distinguish them froni their neighbours to the Easl. 



200 


Constantine Simon, S.J. 


Ihe basie premises of which were developed during Ihe last century. The 
rusinophile movement possessed, however, inherent weaknesses. Il was 
able to conslruct neither a standard literary language nor a solid literaturę; 
both imporlant criteria in nation building. Laler the “Uhro-Rusins” com- 
promised themselves somewhat with the Hungarian regime and the move- 
ment was viewed with suspicion by morę nationalislically minded Rutheni- 
ans. 

In generał the Ruthenian peasantry in Hungary and later the Subcarpa- 
thian peasanl emigrant in America possessed an even less developed sense 
of nationality as one understands the term today, than did his Galician 
counterpart: 

When the cmigration started, and evcn until 1918, peoplc from Uzhhorod 
and near-by territories had no pcrception of any nationality. lt was jusl a 
queslion of belonging to a certain viIlagę. Even today, many immigranls 
still refer to their native language as “po-nashemu” “in our way.’’ At 
First 1 did not know which language it was. There arc many circumlocu- 
tions. Somctimcs they cali themselves Slovak.91 

This mention of Rulhenians who preferred to consider themselves Slo- 
vak brings to mind the so-called “Slovak Quesiion“ — a matter of mutual 
national assimilation and hotly disputed by both sides.^The term Ruthe¬ 
nian, however,with ils religious and ritual connotations permitted some 
individuals to view themselves as members of the Ruthenian church but 
elhnic Slovaks al the same time.93 An article which appeared in the 1909 
edition of the Catholic Encyclopaedia took similar cognizance of this fact: 

Besides the Rulhenians therc arc also the Slovaks who livc in northern and 
north-westem Hungary, elose ncighbours to the Ruthenians, who are 


91 Omcljan Prilsak in The Ukminian Ex/>ei'icncc in ihe United States . . . , pp. BO¬ 
SI. 

92 The problem is cspecially ticklish. sińce in the nineleenth century both the Slo- 
vak and Ruthenian national consciousness were just in the proccss of formaiion. 

93 Bonkaló (p. 80) mentioned the fact that many Rusins who lived in eastern Slo- 
vakia became Slovaks as a “naiural process" sińce “Slovak culturc was morę highly ad- 
vanced than Rusyn." The Slovak language was viewcd in Ilungary as morę aristocratic 
than Ruthenian by Magyar society and there existed morę of a literaturę in Slovak than in 
Ruthenian. Slovak clergymen likewisc conversed with the Ruthenian peasantry only in 
Slovak. Ihe tendcncy among the Ruthenian youth was to attempt to speak as the better 
class spoke and this nicant for some speaking in Slovak. On the other hand Bonkaló did 
not agrcc with those Ruthenians who thought that all Slovak Greek Catholics were as- 
similaied Ruthenians. He pointed to the fact that during the Counter-Reformaiion several 
Protestant Slovak villages became Greek Catholic (p. 79). 
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Greek Catholics, and who speak a language almosl like ihe Bohemian, yet 
similar to the Ruthenian. ll is written, however, with Roman leucrs and the 
pronunciation follows the Bohemian morc ihan the Ruthenian.94 

Greek Catholic Slovaks emigrated to the United States togelher with the 
Ruthenians. Their presence in America was noled by a document released 
by the Austrian Embassy in 1905: 

Contemporancamente colla emigrazione degli Slovachi romano-cattolici 
dalTUngheria ha comminciato anche ąuella degli Slovachi e Ruteni grcci- 
caltolici, in parte misti eon quelli, in parte contigui e abitanli nei comitati 
di Ungheria a Nord-Hst confinanti eon la Galizia e viventi in uguali con- 
dizioni economiche.95 

Michał Lacko, a Jesuit defender of the cause of the Greek Catholic Slo- 
vaks, described their ecclesiastical fale in the New World: 

The well known Slovak Catholic leader in America, Stephen Eurdck regis- 
tered in 1893, that at that timc, thcrc were in the United States twenty Slo- 
vak parishes of Byzantine rite, and fifleen of the Lalin ritc. However, as in 
Slovakia, similarly, also in the United States the priests who camc to serve 
in the Byzantine rite parishes were Ruthenians, or Ukrainians. Because the 
Slovak iinmigrants did not understand their preaching, many of the Slo- 
vaks of Byzantine rite prclerrcd to join the Slovak parishes of Lalin rite, 
where they found Slovak priests. In this way almosl all Slovak parishes of 
Latin ritc had, and have until now, a considerable number of parishioners, 
who originally bclonged to the Byzantine rite. It is assumed, that their 
number is about 300. 000.96 

All the various cultural currents discussed above, most of which were 
mutually exclusive, reappeared sometimes with added force among the 
Ruthenian emigrants in the New World. Even the Ukrainian author 
Luźnytskyj, who as most of his compatriots defended the thesis of a com- 
mon elhnicity for all the emigrants, argued: 

. . . finding a common language for all these people which would unitę 
them into one group, was indeed vcry difficult, and often even impossible. 


94 Shipman, “Greek Catholics pp. 743-746. 

95 Document of the Austrian Embassy describing the mccting of “Greek” clergy- 
men in the United States. Dated 25 Noveniber 1905 and found in the Archivc of the Sa- 
crcd Congregation for the Propagation of the Faith (AP): Ruteni Vo[. 117, an, 1887- 
1906, N. 20103, p. 1. 

96 Lacko, “A Brief $urvey ...p. 222. 
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As a resull, there appeared confrontations and dissensions which took 
place in ihe very churches themsclves,97 

Andrew Shipman, one of the firsl and few American authors to interest 
himself in the situation of the emigranls from Eastern Europę, compared the 
fractional disunity prevalent in Ruthenian emigrant circles to the troubles 
which afflicted the Irish emigrant communily during the firsl half of the 
nineteenth century.98 Ironically it was with the very same Irish community, 
now fully ensconced and in control of the American Roman Catholic 
Church establishment, that the Ruthenians were to clash. 

Uni ty and Disunity in “American Rus’” 

Generally speaking all of the first Ruthenian emigrants were 
“economic” emigrants," poor both in the Old and New World and doomed 
to a life of menial labour. They arrived in the United States as despised 
slrike-breakers ready for cheap labour in the American coal mines. They 
were conlent to accept a salary which had already been rejected as unfair by 
their morę demanding predecessors — an indiflerence which did not raise 
their image among American proletarian circles. In some respects they re- 
sembled both the impoverished Irish and the Polish emigration “za Chle¬ 
bem” — to name but two similar emigrant groups. In this respect there was 
litlle outward difference between emigrants from Galicia or those who left 
Hungary. 100 Likewise they shared educalional disabilities. According to 


9? Ilryhorij Lużnytskyj, Jepiskop-Pioner. Kyr Soier z Onynyć Ortynskyj ĆSVV 
(Philadclphia 1963), p. 52. 

98 Andrew Shipman, “Immigration to tlić United Stałeś,” A Memoriał of Andrew J. 
Shipman (New York 1916), p. 92. 

99 The Ukrainian Soviet anthor A. M Ślcpakov callcd the emigraiion a “trudova 
emihratsija,” sińce the emigrants were "labourers according to their social status and 
origin, who were lorced to emigratc to America as a rcsult of their dire economic posi- 
tion,” A. N. Ślepakov, Ukrajins'ka trudora emihratsija p SSA i Kanadi, (Kyjiv 1960), P- 
4 . 

100 y[ ie f, rS ( Galician emigrants were from the impovcrishcd mountain “Lemko” 
region. Likewise in Ilungary a turn for the worse in the economy and a decrcase in the 
need for agrarian labourers had sent the first waves of Ruthenian emigrants, together 
with Slovak and Magyar peasants, to America in tlić 1880’s, although sporadic cmigra- 
tion from the countics of Szepcs and Saros had already bcen noted by the Hungarian 
policc as carly as 1853. By the timc of the First World War almost 150. 000 Ruthenians 
had emigrated, mainly from the mouniainous counties of Szepes. Saros, Zemplen and 
Ung. (Magocsi, The Shaping .... p. 66. ) For the emigration from Ilungary sec G. Thir- 
ring. A magyarorszćigi kirandor/ds es a kiilfdldi magyarsag (Budapesi 1904); I. Racz, A 
paraszti migrució es politikai megitelesc Magymrorszagon: 1849-1914 (Budapest 1980); 
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some authors, about half the emigration was illilerate.ioi Probably ihe per- 
centage of illileracy was much grealer. Those who could simply read or 
write were oflen selected by Iheir compatriots to assume a leading role in 
the Ruthenian community’s affairs. 

Ironically, the firsl emigrants were united not by a sense of developed 
nalionality but rather by the absence of such a feeling. This enabled the 
early emigrants: 

... to live together and share parishes, avail themselves ollhe same priest 
and the identical formularies and liturgical languagc, and to be joined for a 
time undcr the same bishop.102 

Like the medieval Western European peasant, the average Ruthenian 
emigrant felt most of all an attachment to a village, estate or vague geo- 
graphical region: 

The carly emigrant was indecd, a man whosc whole sense of sclf was lim- 
ited to an idcntification with his village (or at besl, a vague geographical 
region) and a religio-cuilural heritage which despite centurics of foreign 
oppression, rcmained a primary symbol of elhnocullural unity.'03 

Like the Poles and other Slavonic emigrant groups, the Ruthenian peas- 
anl came with little knowledge or interest in the past of his nationality. Un- 
like the Poles or Magyars who possessed a well defined cultural identity 
and historical past, the Ruthenian was faced with several oplions for con- 
structing or re-constructing his own ethnicily. The pluralism of American 
society, the presence of other national and linguistic groups, the feeling of 
alienation from his own homeland — all these factors — caused the Slav 
and morę parlicularly the Ruthenian emigrant, to examine morę closely his 
ethnic background in a way that may well have seemed preposterous to 
him, at home in eastem Europę. '04 

Alcwander Baran. Carpatho-Ukrainian (Ruthenian) Emigration 1870-1914 (Winnipcg 
1983). 

10' Lużnytskyj. p. 46. 

V. J. Pospishil, Ex Occidente Lex (Carterel 1979), p. 17. 

*03 Kinopas, p. 40. 

104 Sce in regard [o the Poles, Victor R. Greene, "For God and Country: the Ori- 
gins of Slavic Catholic Self-Consciousncss in America,'’ The Other Catholics (New 
York 1978), p. 447: “The emergence of thcir cthnic self-consciousncss and that of their 
fcllow Slavs was indecd a dramalic transition. Corning to America as peasants, unlet- 
tered. poor. and uninterestcd in past glory. they cared little for the romance of their na¬ 
tional spirit. , . Yet after a few ycars in America. Polish immigrants all — rcligious, fra- 
tcrnal, and national minded —joined to exhorl their patriotic ideals." 
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Another unifying factor was religion. Both the Ruthenians of Galicia 
and Hungary were Greek Catholics. Both groups tended to define their na- 
tionality by means of their religious affiliation — a phenomenon noted also 
among Russian peasanls of the last century. Similarly, ehurch ritual defined 
the various forms and seasons of village life. Yet here too American society 
proved a catalysl. Once in the New World, the interest of the emigrant in 
his religion was spurred to an almosl inconceivable extenl: 

The Russian (“ruska”) church bccame a principle element and the corc of 
the organization of the Ruthenians in America and likewise the cenlre of 
their nationalily. As cveryonc knows, neither in Galicia, nor in Bukovina, 
nor in Hungary docs the Russian church cnjoy such significancc in respcct 
to national organization. Therc it has cven losl its role in cullure and edu- 
cation. In Orthodox Bukovina, just as in Uniate Galicia, the educational 
and popular movemcnt and its instrument, the Russian popular reading 
room (“ćital’nja”) has been taken out of the hands of the church, and to a 
greal exlent has becomc hostile to it. In Hungary, the rcason for this lies 
with ihe Russian church in the person of its representativcs who remain 
idle and who do not even dare think about sonie limę of national organi- 
sation, but simply magyarise the peoplc. Only in ihe westemmost reaches 
of Galician Rus’ where the populacc lives in direct contacl with the Poles 
(“Mazury”) is it until now still the case that the Ruthenian people organise 
lhcmselves around their Uniate church. Here the reading rooms and other 
cultural centrcs are connected with the church. Why has that very same 
Russian church become in America a factor for the improvemenl, organi- 
sation and education of that same Russian people, tossed across the 
ocean?'0 ? 

The answer lay at least parlially in the fact that in the New World the 
church provided at that time the centre point of an elhnic culture, which in 
Europę had been taken for granled but in America was already in danger of 
fading into the past. In the New World, the clergy — the only sector of the 
populalion which in any way could be described as an “intelligentsia” — 
assumed the leading role among the Ruthenian emigrants. The disputes and 
antagonisms which later so plagued Ruthenian cultural life in America were 
based likewise in the various clerical factions. The different rite which the 
Ruthenians practiced set them farther apart front mainstream American 


10^ Grat Lcliva, “Polożene Rusinov v Spelućcnych Dcrzavach povtioćtioi 
Anicriki,” Pcrśii rusko-amerikanskij kalcndar’ (Mount Carmcl 1897), pp. 60-61. 
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Roman Catholics than the Germans or Poles, who argued with ihe Irish 
bishops mainly over linguistic issues. 106 

The church worked as a unifying factor for Ihe Ruthenians; yet it was 
here also (hat the first disagreements between those from Galicia and Hun- 
gary appeared. Still in 1899, the Subcarpathian priest Kornelij Lavrisin who 
later became a firm opponent of the Galician Ukrainophiles, spoke of the 
links which bound these “two sons of the same mother”: 

The American Greek Catholic Russian (“ruskij”) peoplc, whose origin is 
exclusively in Galicia and llungary are of the same faith, ofthc same na- 
tionality (of which only the dialccis are dillcrcnt) and of the same lan- 
guage - thcy are even one religion, one people and just becausc of that 
they can not Split apari but rather are to stay together. 107 

Was such optimism justified? The emigrants early showed a tendency to 
form factions based on their place of origin. Already in 1889 the Ruthenian 
colony of Kingston in the State of Pennsylvania divided inlo Galician and 
Subcarpathian contingents, who fought for conlrol of the parish church. 108 
Similarly in 1894, in the hamlet of Hazlelon, Pennsylania three conflicting 
Greek Catholic parishes were founded, each using ils own church and 
anathematizing the other lwo.i° 9 The obviously Galician author of an arti- 
clepublished in 1897 described the Ruthenian priesls from Hungary in dep- 
recatory language: 


100 Scc Daniel S. Buczek, "Polish Americans and tlie Roman Catholic Church.” 
The Other Catholics, p. 40. 

107 K. Lavri5in, “D’elo sorganizovanija naScgo naroda." Amerikanskij Ruskij 
Vestnik, 44 (7 December 1899), p. 2. 

108 According to tlie Subcarpathian Listok. the trouble began when Konstantyn 
Andruchovyć, the Galician parish priest, began to favour his compatriots over the ‘ Ugro- 
Russian-Slovak” failhful, Andruchovyć closed the church and left (hc kcys in the kceping 
of his Galician parishioners. When Nikołaj Stctsović, a Mukaćevo priest. appeared in 
Kingston, the Subcarpalhians demanded that Andruchovyć hand over the keys to him. 
Andruchovyć refused. A court casc followed which the Subcarpatians won. but a month 
later the troublcs began again with new accusalions and a nionetary scandal. Listok ended 
with a sad commcnt: ‘'Such is God’s punishment. Whcrever two Ruthenians ("rusiny”) 
eonie together, tlicrc can be no agreement between iheni. . . Will that blesscd time eonie, 
when Russians (“russkic”) will throw aside their ąuarrels and mutual hatred and no 
longer occupy lhemselvcs with egoistic cnlerpriscs but with profitable work: i. c, the 
fostering of self-awarcness and enlighlcnmcnt of an impoverishcd people?” (“Greko- 
kafolićcskaja kolonija v Kingston-Pa.," Listok , 22 (15. 11, 1890), pp. 256-258. 

109 Luka Myśuha, “Jak formuvavsja svitohljad ukrajins'koho imigranta v 
Amerytsi,” Propamjatna Knyha (Jersey City 1936), pp. 38-39. 
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Unfortunately, the extrcmely Iow level of spiritual and morał development 
of the grcat majority of “Ugro-Russian” pricsls, their only lemporary so- 
journ in America uscd as an cxcuse to fili their pockets, ail this holds back 
generał work for all purposes. Their submission to various “Ugro-Rus- 
sian” wealthy peasants (“kułaki”), their inclination to gossip, intrigue and 
fraud — all these things present great obstacles to the realisation of the 
first steps loward an independent clerical and popular organisalion and 
administralion of the Russian Greek Calholic church.HO 

A further sign of lack of unity may be glimpsed in the divisions which 
arose among the various fraternal organisations which sprouted among the 
Rulhenian emigrant labourers. These organizalions provided insurance 
benefits to their members and included a strong religious and/or ethnic 
componenl. They likewise served as a cohesWe force among the entigranls, 
sponsoring social events and keeping the community together when a priest 
was not available. Some were limited to members of the same nationality; 
olhers to those of the same religion. Their origin was both indigenous lo 
America and foreshadowed in the guilds and “tserkovnye bralstva” of the 
European past. The first such association on the parish level was founded in 
1885 by the Galician Ruthenian community of Shenandoah in the State of 
PennsyWania. In 1887 an altempt was madę al uniting seven Rulhenian 
church brotherhoods, all in PennsyWania, into a short lived organisation 
which its founders named the “Spolućenje Bratstv rus’kich.” Olher national 
groups likewise forrned usually morę stable associations of this type. In 
1890, the Slovaks forrned their own organisation: the Katolicka Jednola. 111 
Together wilh Roman Catholic Slovaks, Ruthenian Slovak speakers became 
members of the “PansyWanicka gr. kat. i rim. kat. Jednota” (PennsyWania 
Greek Catholic and Roman Catholic Union), founded in 1892, and forrned 
one third of its membership. 112 


*'0 Graf Leliva, “Położone . . . p. 57. An aniele which appeared in the 
ukrainophilc newspaper Svohoda 44 (1894) entiiled “Do vsich Rusyniv v kraju i v 
Amerytsi” expressed a similar opinion. 

111 M. Mark Stolarik, "Building Slovak Communilies in America,’' The Other 
Catholics (New York 1978), p. 77. 

112 Baćynskyj (p. 313) thought tliat Ruthenians fornied at one timc the majority in 
these two Slovak associations. as wcll as in llie “Narodny Slovensky Spolck.” Participa- 
tion in Slovak national lifc induced the Ruthenian cmigranls to attend Roman Catholic 
ehurchcs and gradual abandon their own ritual tradition. According to Baćynskyj, this 
factor causcd the Ruthenian clergyman, fearlul of losing their parishioners on whom they 
werc economically dependent, to promotc the founding of Ruthenian associations which 
would accept only Greek Catholic members. This was, however, not the case with the 
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Al Wilkes-Barre in February of 1892, the Ruthenians founded iheir own 
organisation which they called the “Soedinenie Greko-Kaftolićeskich 
Russkich Bralstv,” although in English it is usually known as the “Greek 
Calholic Union.”* *3 The “Union” adopled a mostly hostile stance toward 
Orthodoxy but was a friend of Russian cullure and the Russian language. 
According to the ukrainophile Baćynskyj, this stance was a ploy used by 
the magyarone clerics from the Mukacevo diocese in control of the “Union” 
to lure Ruthenians away from the Slovak organisalions and into the ranks of 
the “Union.”* 14 ] n 1894 the “Russkij Narodnij Sojuz” was created by 
Galicians and Preśov Ruthenians who claimed that the “Union” was con- 
trolled by magyarone clerics of the diocese of Mukaćevo. 115 Gradually the 
“Sojuz” was “purged”U6 of non-ukrainophile elements and adopled a to- 
tally ukrainophile programme. It was, however, not until 1914 that it 
changed ils name to “Ukrainskyj Narodnyj Sojuz.”*17 Wilh the growth of 
the Orlhodox movement within the Rulhenian emigrant community, two 
other organisalions were founded. In 1895 a third organization was founded 
upon the initiative of the Orlhodox acLivist Aleksij Toth. Toth, in spite of 
his already having converted to Orlhodoxy, had figured in the founding of 
the “Sojuz”, which later embarked on an ideological course diamelrically 
opposed his own movement. The third organisation founded by Toth and 
his associates was Russian and Orlhodox in ils scope and adopted the name 
“Russkoe Ohśćestvo Vzaimopomosći”.U8 A fourth organisation was 
founded in 1900. Called the “Obśćestvo Russkich Bratslv” it was composed 


Greek Catholic Union which acccptcd members professing different nationalities and 
rites. 

* U Nestor Volenszky, “Istorija Greko Kafi. Sojedinenija.” Zlaio-Jubilejnyj Kalen- 
dar' Greko Kąft. Sojedinenija vSŚA (Munhall 1942), pp. 39-78. 

1 *4 Baćynskyj. p. 415. 

1 1 1 ' l'or the ukrainophile version of the founding of the R. N. S. sec Luka Myśuha, 
“Ukrajins’kyj Narodnyj Sojuz," Propamjatna Knyha. pp. 193-207. The russophile vcr- 
sion is given in “Osnovanie Russkago Narodnago Sojuza." Naćaio isiorii unwńkanskoj 
Rusi (Truniball 1970). pp. 497-498, 

1 *6 This was the description givcn by Myśuha. “Ukrajins’kyj . . p. 200 = 
“ćystka." 

U7 Sec “Ot izdalclja” Naćaio , p. 531. The author traces the evolution of the name 
“russkij" to "ukrajins’kyj” in 1914. In 1898 the name "russkij” began to be writicn 
“niskij.” In 1907 willi a soft “s” = “rus’kij.” 

*18 “Osnovanic Russkago Pravoslavnago Obśćcstva Vzaimopomosći,” Naćalo, pp. 
499-503. 
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rtiostly of Galician Russophiles dissatisfied with the growing ukrainizalion 
of the “Sojuz”.H9 Both Greek Catholics and Russian Orthodox were free to 
join the “Ob$ćestvo Russkich Bratslv” with the exception of clerics, who 
were banished in 1902, sińce their presence had been the cause of too much 
dispute.^20 The number of associalions of this type continued to grow 
among the emigranls and by 1914 there were at least ten of them.121 

The ukrainophile movement, at first weak even among the Galician 
element, was slrengthened by the arrival in 1895 of the “popyky radykaly.” 
Branded radicals by their enemies, the Russophiles and the Magyarisers, 
they formed a set of eighl clerics, who in 1891 while studying at the Semi- 
nary of L’vov formed the so-called “Amerykans’kyj Krużok.” In 
accordance with the Roman instruction permitting only celibates to work in 
the United States, the eight, ardent Ukrainophiles and Populists, decided to 
accepl this condition in order to go to America. Ali of them succeeded in 
gelting to America. On their arrival, they immediately entered the lists as 
champions of the Galicians against the clergy from Hungary, who just 
before had dominated the Ruthenian cultural scene, outnumbering the 
Galician clerics in 1894 by sixteen to four. One of them, Ivan Ardan, a 
cleric with mitigaled socialisl leanings, led the “Los von Rom” movement 
among the Galician emigrants which erupted after his excommunication by 
the Roman Calholic bishop of Scranton in 1902. Neverlheless, the coming 
of the “popyky radykaly” seemed to liii the balance among the Galicians in 
favour of the ukrainophile movement. 

For the Poles, Germans and several olher emigrant groups a common 
language united their communilies. Among the Ruthenians, language di- 
vided rather than united. At least four modem languages were spoken by 
different members of this group (Russian, Hungarian, Slovak and Ukrain- 
ian) as well as several dialects of the same. An example was the language 
of the organ of the Greek Calholic Union, the Ameńkansky Russky Vieslnik 
(Amerikanskij Russkij Yestnik). The Vieslnik began to be published in 1892 


1 *9 “Osnovanie Obśćcstva Russkich Bratstv.” Nadało. pp. 510-514. 

120 Drynd. p. 134. 

121 Baćynskyj (pp. 330-331) notcd the following in addition to the above four: 1) 
Sohranije gr. kaf iserkornych Bratstv founded in 1900 2) Russkoe narodnoc Soedinenije 
(1909) 3) Rus’kyj narodnyj Sojuz (novyj) (1910) 4) Hajdamaky (1910) 5) Provydinje 
(1912) 6) Pravoslavnaja Ljubov '(1912). 
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in two versions: Russian and Slovak.i22 The language of neither section 
was of literary standard. The “Slovak” of the Viestnik was actually a Car- 
patho-Rusin dialect, greatly influenced by Eastem Slovak dialects and 
printed in Latin script. The “Russian” was even worse. One observer de- 
scribed il as follows: 

To speak of this language as Russian is hardly possible. Il is a wild mix- 
lure of Church-Slavonic with newly coined words, taken from I loly Scrip- 
ture or Old Slavonic literaturę. Furlhcr it ineludes Slovak, Grcat Russian, 
Little Russian and Mungarian words, but most of all l.illle Russian and 
Greal Russian words used in Little Russian and Great Russian literaturę, 
pilfcred from these sources without any system what.socvcr.i23 

The editors of the Yiestnik had lhemselves expressed the desire to pub- 
lish their newspaper in “Russian, but in Russian with a Slovakian ac- 

cent.”!24 

Such a vague concept of language and nationality thickened as one went 
down the social ladder. Ruthenian unletlered peasant emigrants had diffi- 
culty stating their nationality to American cusloms officials. Adding to this 
difficulty was the fact that until much later nonę of the represenlatives of 
the European shipping companies nor any of the American emigration of¬ 
ficials were Ruthenian or knew much about the various peoples of eastem 
Europę. All these factors led the Ruthenians to their being classified as be- 
longing to several different elhnicities: 

Upon their arrival, almost nonę of the carly immigrants from Galicia or 
Transcarpathia were ablc to reply to the immigrant officiaPs inąuiries. . . . 
The best reply that these early immigrants . . . could offer was Rusyn or 
Rusnak .. . These terms could hardly have helped the immigration official, 
whosc job it was to place all immigrants in a national idenlity category. 
Thus, many of those immigrants ultimately represented themselvcs as 
members of neighboring nationalities the Polcs or the Russians. Others 
gave the State from which they came; thus, they bccame Austrians or Hun- 
garians in the immigration records. Still others gavc their religious mem- 
bership as a means ofidentincation: they conseąuently were referred to as 


*22 James M. Evans, Guide lo the Ameńkansky Russky Yiemnik. Volume I: 1894- 
1914 (Fairview 1979), p. 5. 

123 Graf Leliva, “Poloźcnc . ,.p. 64, 

'24 Dryud, p. 132. 
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Greeks or Greek Calholics. Obviously the American immigration records 
are confusing and hardly a reliablc source.125 

“Tongueless” or “Bez Jazyka” was Ihe title of a humorous novella by 
the Russian populist V. G. Korolenko. The ficlional adventures of 
Korolenko’s peasants from ihe Soulh-Wesl of the Russian Empire lost in 
America without knowing a word of English could serve as a parallel to the 
everyday reality of the first experiences of the newly founded community of 
“American Rus’”. 

Pontificio lsliluto Orientale Constantine Simon, S.J. 


^25 Procko, “ The Rise . . . ,” p. 52. Magosci also describes tlić problcms involvcd 
in obtaining statistics on the Rmhenian emigration: "One of the greatest problcms of 
immigration studies conccrns the number of people wlio actually came to this country. 
Prom the existing published sources thcrc is no way to obtain c.\act figures on the actual 
number of members from any spccific groLip wlio came to the United States . . . Until 
1899 the Bureau of Immigration recordcd the country of origin; ihus we have no way of 
knowing whether an immigrant from Austria-llungary was an Austrian, Hungarian, Ital- 
ian, Rumanian, Jcw, or any of the eight Slavic peoples living wiihin the boundarics of the 
Ilapsburg Empire. Afler 1899 the Commissioncr on Immigration Reports did provide 
statistics based on the mother tonguc of each immigrant, and thcrc is an entry for Ruthc- 
nian/Russniak. The census reports beginning in 1910 employ the same principle. 
(Magoesi, “Problems in the History p. 6). 
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Pieter W. van der Horst 

A Notę on the Judas Curse 
in Early Christian Inscriptions 

In the first fascicle of volume 58 (1992) of Orientalia Christiana Periodica 
Bradley McLean republished a Greek Christian epitaph with the Judas curse. 1 
His translation of the text runs as follows: 

The tomb of Andrew and Athenais and their child Maria, those who 
finished life virtuously. And if anyone should dare to opcn (this tomb) 
also to (the) sun, he will share the lot of Judas (Iscariot) [ex L ti)u 
pepL5au tou ’lou8a], all things will become darkness to him and God 
will destroy him on that day. 2 

This inscription front Attica was published for the first time exactly 100 
years ago. 3 In 1877 and 1878 two other inscriptions threatening the tomb 
violator with the punishment of Judas had already been published, the first one 
(also front Attica) 4 with the imprecation that the one who would dare to opcn 
the grave would undergo the condemnation of Judas (tó KaTtiicpipa tou 
’lou8a), the other one (from Argos) with the threat that the trespasser would 
receive the lot of Judas the traitor (tt)u peplbn tou lou8a tou ttpoSótou). 5 
McLean rentarks that “it is difficult to know precisely what punishment is 
intended,” because the New Testament records only that Judas committed 
suicide. 6 It is certainly true that this curse is difficult to interpret if one has only 
the New Testament texts on the death of Judas (Mt 27:5; Acts 1:18) to go by. 
There is, however, extra-canonical evidcnce that clarifies the issue at hand here. 

In the early posl-NT period we find an extra-canonical tradition about the 
fate of Judas that is very different from what we find in the New Testament. In 


1 B. McLean, “A Christian Epitaph: The Curse of Judas Iscariot,” OCP 58 (1992) 
241-244. 

2 The words between brackets are McLean’s additions. 

3 K. G. Zesios, żd/i/wcra, (Athens 1892), 13-4. 

4 Ch. Bayet in Bulletin de correspondence hellenique 1 (1877) 410 no. 12 (= IG 
HI 2 1428). 

5 J. Martha in Bulletin de correspondence helleniqne 2 (1878) 320. 

6 A Christian Epitaph 243. 


OCP 59 (1993) 211-215 
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the second quarter of the second century Papias, bishop of Hierapolis 
(according to Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. II 15, 2; III 36, 2), wrote flve books 
Expositions of the Words of the Lord (Acyimi/ KupiciKwu e^riYfirret?). This 
work is now lost, but a number of quotations from these books by Iater authors 
have been preserved. For the present purpose, fragm. 3[5;6], containing his 
comments on Mt 27:5, is of interest.7 In this fragment Papias seems to make an 
attempt to harmonize the divergent reports on Judas’ death in Matthew and 
Acts, and he does so in the following remarkable way, as reported by 
Apollinaris of Laodicea: 7 8 

Judas did not die by hanging, but he lived on because he was taken down 
before he suffocated. The Acts of the Apostles make that also elear 
because (it says): ‘swelling up he burst open in the middle and all his 
bowels gushed out’ [Acts 1:18]. But Papias, the disciple of John, puts this 
even clearer when he says in the 4th book of his Expositions of the Words 
of the Lord : “Judas lived in this world as a terrible paragon of 
ungodliness. His flesh was swollen up 9 * * * to such an extent that he could not 
pass where a chariot could pass easily, yes that not even the bulk of his 
head alone could pass there. For it is said that his eyelids were swollen up 
to such an extent that he was not at all able to see the light and that not 
even a doctor could see his eyes with the aid of an optical instrument; so 
deep-set and removed from the outsidc they were [tu \Lev ydp BAćcjwpa 
T(j5v ćx|>0aXpu>u nuToD cjjnai toctoutou e£oi8rjaai, co? auTÓu pev 
ica0óXou tó cfico? pf| pAĆTTeiu, tou? óc()0aXpou? 8e airro0 ppSe uttó 
InTpou ScÓTTTpa? ć>4>0r|i^ai SuuaaOar toooutou 3d0o? e’txop ćitto 


7 The pa.ssage has been (re)printed frequently; sec, imer alia, E. Preuschen, 
Anlilegomena. Die Resie der aufierkcinonischen Evangelien und urchristlichen 
Uberliefermigen. (GieBen 1901) 61-2. 2nd ed. (GieBen 1905) 97-8: F. X. Funk, K. 
Bihlmeyer, W. Schneemelcher, Die Aposiolischen Viiter, (Tiibingen 1956) 136-7; J. 
Reuss, Malthaus-Kommeniare aus der griechischen Kirche ani Kaienenhimdschrifien 
gesammelt und herausgegeben, (Berlin 1957) 47-8: K. Aland, Synopsis Quatiuor 
Evangeliorum, (Stuttgart 1985 13 ) 470; J. Kiirzinger, Papias von Hierapolis und die 
Evangelien des Neuen Testaments, (Regensburg 1983) 104-5 [no. 5]; U. H. J. Kortner, 
Papias von Hierapolis. Ein Beiirag zur Geschichte desfriihen Christentums , (Góttingen 
1983) 59-60 [no. 6]; H. J. Klauck, Judas — ein Jiinger des Herm, (Freiburg 1987) 110-1. 

8 The Greek catenae, front which this passage has been taken, here ąuoted from a 
lost work by Apollinaris of Laodicea, who lived from ca. 310-390; see B. Altaner & A. 
Stuiber, Patrologie, Freiburg 1966, 313-5. For a discussion of the textual and tradition- 
critical problems the reader is besi referred to Kortner, Papias 26-30. 

9 Here Papias takes the difficult expression tTpquf)S' Yeuópcuo? in Acts 1:18 to 

mean ‘swollen up’ (from TTipTTpqp.t), allhough it probably means ‘falling headlong’; see 

W. Bauer, K. Aland, B. Aland. Wbrterbuch zuni Neuen Testament, Berlin - New York 

1988, 1404. 
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rfjb e£ui0ev em<J)aveLas-]. His sexual organ appeared morę disgusting 
and bigger than any other shameless thing, and out of all parts of his body 
there flowed pus with worms through it which caused pain when bodily 
necessities were fulfilled. After many tormenls and plagues he died, so 
they say, in his own estate, and up till this moment that estate has been left 
desolate and uninhabited because of the stench; yes, up till the prcsent day 
nobody can pass that place without stopping up his nose with his hands. 
So big was the efflux of his flesh that spread out also on the earth. 

This text helps to clarify the Judas curse in the tomb inscriptions in various 
ways. First, if we assume that the authors of the inscriptions had in mind a 
tradition like the one in the Papias fragment, it is no longer a problem that the 
transgressor is threatened with ‘the lot of Judas’; that would be a problem if 
only suicide could be meant, which would be a very improbable curse; but, 
when a terrible and very disgusting disease is meant, the problem disappears. 
There can be little doubt that this tradition had a much wider currency than 
only in second century Hierapolis, for it is ąuoted not only by Apollinaris in the 
fourth century but also by several later authors such as Oecumenius (6th cent.) 
and Theophylact (llth cent.). 10 Second, this solution is madę all the morę 
probable when we take into account that the inscription published by McLean 
so explicitly says that the curse implies that “everything will become darkness 
to him.” McLean does not comment on this element, but it may be elear that the 
reference is to the fact that Judas was no longer able to see the light. The 
element of his unahility lo see anything because of the extremely swollen state 
of his eyelids is heavily stressed in the Papias fragment: not even a doctor with 
his optical instruments was able to see Judas’ eyes; they were completely 
hidden! Hans-Josef Klauck has convincingly demonstrated that this element is 
due to the influence of some scriptural passages. 11 In Luke’s description of 
Judas’ end he ąuotes Ps 69:26: “Let his homestead become desolate and let 
there be no one to live in it” (Acts l:20a; this passage is elaborated upon in the 
finał paragraph of Papias’ fragment). In the same Psalm, however, we also find 
the following passage (69:23a): “Let their eyes be darkened so that they cannot 
see.” It is elear that Luke’s application of a verse from this Psalm to Judas 
evoked further speculation conceming Judas’ end in the light of the same 
Psalm. This led to the tradition of his blindness. The cause of this blindness, 
namely the extreme swelling up of his body, is a stock item in the description 
of the death of enemies of God. Of several ‘Gottesfeinde’ Jewish and Christian 
traditions tell us that swelling up and bursting, as well as worms, led to their 


10 See Preuschen and Funk-Bihlmeyer ad loc. 

11 Judas 112f. 
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' death (e.g. Nathan, Antiochus Epiphanes, Herod che Grcal, Herod Agrippa, thc 
emperor Galerius). 12 

There is a furiher reason why the ihreal with Judas’ blindness may have 
been choscn as an apt imprecation against lomb violators in epitaphs. In Jewish 
epitaphs one sometinies finds the ihreai that the transgressor will be punished 
with “all the curscs that have been written against his eyes and his entire body” 
( C1J 770, Phrygia, 3rd cent. CE). 13 The ‘written curscs’ are not specified, but 
in another Phrygian epitaph the riddle is solved (C1J 760): “(•••) If, after they 
have been deposited here, sonteone buries another dcad person here or connnits 
injusticc by buying (the place), thc eurses that are written in Deuteronomy will 
befall him" (cf. MAMA VI 335: . . whosoever dares to inter here someone 

else, (...), such a one will be accursed, and may all the eurses that are written 
in Deuteronomy befall him and his children and his dcscendants and all his 
family”). 14 There can be no doubt that the eurses referred to are those in 
Deuteronomy 28. esp. w. 22 and 28-29: 

(22) rraTa^nt ae Kupto? atrapia Kai trupę roi Kai piyei Kai 
epeOiapuń Kai <J)óvio Kai due|ro<J)0oplą Kai Trj wxpa, Kai Kara - 
Suń^oyTflL oe eaę di' dTroXeaaiCTiu cre. . . . (28) naTa^ai ae Kupio? 
TTapa7TXr|£ia Kai aopaaia Kai eKCTTaaei óiauoia?, (29) kol; eerg 
()tr|Xac/xoy peaTHiPpio? tóaet i/zrjAacppaaL ó TwfiAoę Tą> OKÓTei. 
Kai ouk euo&ńcjei Ta? b&ouę aou. Kai eai] róre d&iKoupeuOb Kai 
StapTraCó|reyos- TtdCTaę Ta? ripepa? Kai ouk eorai aoi ó j3or|0<r>u 
(May the Lord smite you with distress, fcver, cold, inflammation, murder, 
blighting and palcness, and they shall pursuc you until they have 
destroyed you. ... May the Lord smite you with insanity, blindness and 
astonishment of ntind; and then you will grope at niidday, as a blind man 
would grope in the darkness, and you will not prosper in your ways; and 
then you will be unjustly treated and plundered all your days, and there 
will be no liclpcr). 

We sce how thc element of blindness, that is also slrcssed in the curse in 
Deuteronomy 28:28-9, is taken up in the Jewish epitaph as an imprecation 
against potential tomb violators. So there may have been a Jewish tradition to 
use biblical eurses in epitaphs, in which blindness was a favourite iteni. It is not 
improbable that Christians werc influenced in this matter by Jewish customs. 


12 Sce W. Nestle, ‘‘Legenden vom Tod der Gottesverachter," Arclwfiir Religions- 
wissenschaft 33 (1936) 246-69; also Klauck, Jiulas 116-121. Also the terrible siench is a 
recurrent motif in chese traditions. 

13 J.-B. Frcy. Corpus hiscriptionum Judaicarum El, (Romę 1952) 30-2. 

14 These inscriptions are discussed in my book Ancienl Jewish Epitaphs, (Kampen 
1991)56-7. 
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This might account for the fact that Judas was used as a tcrrifying example of 
what would happen to the transgressor, because Judas was cursed with a 
disgusting disease which led to his living in darkness: ‘everything will become 
darkness to him,’ as it was for Judas in the days after his betrayal of Jesus. 
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Peter the Iberian and Dionysius the Areopagite: 
Honigmann ’s thesis revisited 

My intention in this papcr is not to challenge the view that Peter the Iberian 
was the principal author of the Dionysiac Corpus, but to discuss some points 
which were not raised when Honigniann’s hypothesis, published in 1952, met 
strong criticism. We will examine the objections madę by Hieronymus Eng- 
berding in 1954, by Irenće Hausherr in 1953 and by Rene Roques in 1954.' We 
will also provide sonie new infonnation on the author’s background. 

First we have to recall the central argument of E. Honigmann, He First ob- 
served what was said about Peter the Iberian by John Rufus, his successor to the 
see of Maiuma, in his biography of Peter. This biography is preserved only in a 
Syriac translation, and the original of it must havc becn madę around 500 A.D. 2 
Here, Peter the Iberian appears as the companion of John Mithridatcs, also 
known as John the Eunuch, or John of Łazika. Both cante to the Holy Land to 
consecrate their entire lives to God, where our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ 
lived and died. Peter always considercd himself a disciple of John the Eunuch. 
About 444, after a scrious illness, John Mithridatcs had a vision which brought 
him insight into the divine hierarchy. This could be the original expericnce out 
of which developed the Treatise on Divine Hierarchy, which was later attrib- 
uted to Dionysius the Aeropagite. 

About twenty years later, John the Eunuch died on October 4, 464. Peter the 
Iberian conimemorated the death of John every year umil his own death. So 
Peter showed a reverence for the ntan who received such a heavenly vision, 
second in its profundity only to that of Paul. This fact cannot be overestimated. 
Peter the Iberian was nearly 84 years old when he died on Decentber 1,491. 

The Syriac calendars constitute the second ntajor piece of evidence for 
Honigmann’s hypothesis. The old Monophysite tradition celebrated the feasts 
ot Dionysius the Aeropagite and of the fictional Hierolheus one right after the 


* E. Honigmann, Pierre Plberien et les ecriis dtt pseudo-Denys VAreopagite, 
Bruxelles 1952; H. Engberding. "Kann Petrus der Iberer mit Dionysius Areopagita 
identifizierl werden?” OC 38 (1954) 68-95; I. Hausherr. “Le pseudo-Denys est-il Pierre 
1 Iberien?” OCP 19 (1953) 247-260; R. Roąues. "Pierre Plberien et le ‘Corpus’ diony- 
sien,” Revue d'Histoire des religions 145 (1954) 69-98. 

2 R. Raabe, Petrus der Iberer. Ein Charakierbild zur Kirchen- und Silten- 
geschichte des fimften Jahrhunderts, Leipzig 1895. 


OCP 59 (1993) 217-227 
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other on succcssive days, on 3rd and 4th of October. This cannot be a pure 
coincidence. Perhaps sonie good friends of Peter put tlicir feasts next to each 
other in the calendars, because of the wami relationship which bound Hiero- 
theus or John the H,unuch to Dionysius the Areopagite or Peter the lbcrian. As 
all know, no other person than Hierotheus could have inspircd Dionysius. The 
relationship betwcen Peter and John has been patterned on the relationship 
between Dionysius and Hierotheus. As Peter was introduced by John into the 
knowledge of the celestial hierarchy, so Dionysius was by Hierotheus. The 
coincidence of the commeniorations of thcsc two apocryplial personalities re- 
ąuires an explanation. No better soluiion can be proposed, than that Peter was 
considered the aulhor of the Corpus Dionysiacum, and that he had been inspired 
by John the Eunuch, that is Hierotheus. 

This relatively simple soluiion was immcdiatcly rejecled by three prominent 
specialists. First Hieronymus Engberding argued that the Syriac calendars used 
by Honigmann really dcpended on Greek Orthodox niodels, and thus cannot be 
considered to affirm the Monophysitc milieu as the sourcc of ihe establishment 
of the feast. Secondly, I. Haushcn' stressed the fact that, according to John 
Rufus, Peter was a disciple of Isaias of Gaza. Isaias was so opposcd to Greek 
philosophy that it seems impossible that such a highly Neoplatonic work could 
have eonie from the pious ascetic Peter. Thirdly, Rene Roqucs observed that the 
order of the celestial powers is not the same in the vision of John the Eunuch 
and in the Corpus Dionysiacum. He would hołd this to be a sufficient argument 
to rejeci the view that the Dionysiac Corpus was bascd on John’s visions. I wish 
to throw sonie new liglit on thesc three poinls. 

First, we need to remember w'hat kind of personality John Rufus was, the 
author of the Syriac lifc of Peter the Iberian. We know him especially through 
the Plerophories, an aggressivcly Monophysitc work, written around 500 A.D. 
It is preserved in Syriac, Armenian and Coptic, and the first editor of the Coptic 
fragments thought that perhaps Peter the Iberian was the author of the Plero¬ 
phories T Indeed, in that work, the principal personality alluded to is Peter. He 
was scandalizcd at Nestorius, when the hercsiarch delivered his sernion about 
the Virgin in the Church of the Fony Marlyrs in Constantinople. He lestified 
how Nestorius was suddenly struck by an angel for his shameful blasphcmy. 3 4 
Sevcral other anccdotes of the Plerophories form a sort of hadlt-collection of 


3 Jean Rufus, Plerophories, ed. F. Nau. PO 8 (1912) 4-208. W.E. Crum, Coptic 
Oslrae.a from the Collection of the Egypi Esploralion Fund. London 1902, No 459. Cf. 
T. Orlandi, “Koplische Papyn theologischen lnhalts,” Miiteilungen uus der Papyrus- 
sctnimhmg der Ósterreichischeu Nalioiuilhibliothek. Wien 1974, p. 110-120. 

4 Jean Rufus, Plerophories (see nole 3 above) 11-12. 
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the Monophysite faith. No wonder that Honigmann madę the attenipt to vicw 
the calendar problem in the context of a Syriac Monophysite tradition. How- 
ever, the problem is that the Life in Syriac, which is so important for our 
knowledge about Peter the Iberian, was written by that same truły militant 
Monophysite propagandist. 

I do not deny that Peter was anti-Chalcedonian. There is no doubt that he 
ordained Timotlieus Aelurus, who wrote a treatise against the eouneil of Chal¬ 
cedon, and who also became the monophysite patriarch of Alcxandria.5 But 
surely, Peter himself had never soughi to be ordained a bishop. His ordination 
occurrcd in an unusual contcxi. At the time, Juvcnal had just eonie back from 
Chalcedon, where hc had given his approval to the Leonine chrisiological for¬ 
mula. The opposition was so great, that he was not allowed to enter the city of 
Jerusalem. For twenty monihs, the anti-patriarch Thcodosius ruled the ecclesi- 
astical de.stiny of the holy city. One of his first activities was to ordain a scrics 
of new bishops. Peter was among the unwilling recipients of the cpiscopaey, 
sińce his spiritual innuence was great in Jerusalem at the time. In the midst of 
such circumsianccs, Peter was named Bishop of Maiuma, and surely, he rnust 
have been astonished to Imd himself within the ccclesiastical hierarchy. Next, 
in 453, with the help of the imperial police, Juvenal retumed to the see of Jeru¬ 
salem. Sonie days alter the celebration of the Baptism at the Jordan a clasli 
occurred. The bclievers who were rclurning to Jerusalem lbund the gates of the 
city elosed. They celebrated a liturgy in Gcthsemani, in the Church of the 
Dormition of Our Lady. The police attacked them there. There were victims on 
both sides. 6 Since then, the Copts celebrate the earthly depailure of the Virgin 
on the 2lst Tobi or the 16th of January, leaving the feast of the Assumption of 
Mary into Heaven for August 9th, 206 days later. 7 Theodosius fled first to 
Mount Sinai, where he was hcld by the officers of Emperor Marcianus, and ncxt 
was jailed in Antioch. He finałly died in Constantinople. Ali the hishops who 
had been ordained by Theodosius were deposed. Ali the bishops. with one 
exception, and that was Peter the Iberian. The reason for such an uncxpectcd 


s R. Raabe, Petrus der Iberer . . . (see notę 2 above) p. 63 (Syriac) and p. 66 
(German). 

6 On this topie, 1 delivered a paper at the Colloquimii on Coplic Siudies in 
Louvain-la-Neuve in 1988, still to appear: "La Dormition chez les Coptes.” See D.W. 
Johnson, A Panegyric on Macarius Bishop of Tk6w. aliributed to Dioscorus of 
Alexandria , Louvain 1980. 53 (lextus) and 41 (versio); Nicephori Callisti Xanthoponli 
Ecclesiasticae historiae libri XVIII. PG 147 (1865) eot. 9-115, especially liber XV. 
chapter9, cof. 32. 

7 M. de Fenouyl, Le sancioral copte, Beyrouih 1960, 117 and 181. 
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development was given by Zacharias Rhetor: Empress Eudocia was responsible 
for the benevolent treatement of Peter and the definitive legitimacy of his epis- 
copacy. 8 This is not mentioned in the Syriac Life. Zacharias — who does not 
like to emphasize Visions — explains how Peter, when celebrating the Eucha- 
rist, had a vision. In this vision he was told not to leave his brothers isolated in 
Egypt. So he went on his own accord to Egypt, 9 where he was the only legiti- 
mate bishop among the anti-Chalcedonian Monophysites. 

This seems to me why John Rufus was so interested in producing a Life of 
the only legitiniate ancestor of the Monophysite hierarchy, and this precisely in 
the see of Gaza where he hiinself was bishop. Whenever he spcaks about Peter, 
his aim is to assert that Peter undoubtcdly reniained strongly Monophysite until 
his death. John Rufus's interest in making Peter a Monophysite makes his ac- 
count somewhat unreliable. 

Let us now analyse how the interest of the Empress Eudocia in maintaining 
Peter as a Bishop in 453 could havc developed earlier. This topie touches also 
the relationship between monasticism and philosophy. The friendship between 
Eudocia and Peter the Iberian was an astonishing one. The Empress was born in 
Athens as a pagan girl by the name of Athenais, and was brought up in the 
pagan Greek tradition of philosophy. She rcceived baptism in order to become 
the wife of Theodosius the Less. Later. in 425 A.D., she was able to support the 
foundation of the philosophical school of Constantinople. 10 Nicephorus Cal- 
listes Xanthopoulos wrote no less than five chapters about Empress Eudocia. 
He relies on various sources, one of these probably the so-called Euthymiac 
history. 11 When about 444 A.D. Eudocia was forced to leave Constantinople by 
the intrigues of Chrysaphius, the minister of Theodosius, she went to Jerusalem, 
where she began to build hospitals and monasteries. Quoting Nicephorus, 1 wish 
to stress the words she uses to describe the practice of asceticism by the monks: 
“So for those who despisc the vain appearence, that is the deadly cloth which 
the soul is born to leave, according to the sayings of Plato.” 12 


8 K. Ahrens and G. Knieger, Die sogenannle Kircheugeschichte des Zacharias 
Rhetor , Leipzig 1899. p. 13, 29-31. 

9 Ibid., p. 14, 29-15.5. 

10 Book 14. 23 (PC. 146, 1129-1132). and 50(PG 146. 1223-1240); Book 15.9 (PG 
147,29-31); Book 16, 12 and 13 (PG 146, 40-41). 

11 G. Genz and F. Winkelmann, Die Kirchengeschichte des Nicephorus Callistus 
Xauthopoulos und ihre Quelle. Berlin 1955, p. 136-139. A. Wenger. L'Assomplion de la 
T. S. Vierge dans la tradition byzanlhte du Vle au Xe siecle, Paris 1955, p. 136-139. 

12 “Outco Tf|i-’ Kent)n SóĘao tTcpt^ponouain. ov Tekeirraion xtTniva nkćmou 
ó (fukóao^oj (firiCTir' p 4 J tzX 1 1 TrćcpuKcw dtnmOcaOai.” PG 146. 1237 A4. 
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That imprecise ąuotation of Phaedo 87 D-E to characterize the behaviour of 
the Palestinian ascetics shows clearly enough how monasticism and Platonism 
could have becn joined. When the Council gathered in Chalcedon, the Empress, 
whose position raised her high above the waves of conflict, gave her approval 
to Theodosius. He was the man, as Nicephorus adds, who entrusted Peter the 
Iberian with the episcopal see of Maiouma. After the reaction against Theo¬ 
dosius, the Empress still favoured the Monophysites. Only in 456 was shc con- 
verted by Symeon Stylites, and was reconciled with Juvenal of Jerusalem. She 
died on October 20, 460 in communion with the Orthodox Church. 13 

Let us now notę how close a relationship obtained between Peter the Iberian 
and the Empress Eudocia. Peter had been sent to Constantinoplc as a hostage 
from the Georgian royal family. He lived at the court of Constantinople front 
his twelfth to his twcntieth year, from 429 to 437, in close association with the 
Empress. John Rufus tells us that shc was his teacher and provided him with the 
love of a mother. 14 As we already have seen, Zacharias attributes the con- 
tinuance of Peter in the excercise of the episcopal Office to the influence of 
Eudocia. The problem is to fmd out whether or not John Rufus is still relating 
the facts when hc presenls the various travels of Peter the Iberian to the cities of 
the coast as a necessity in order to defend the true faith against Chalcedon, lt is 
difficult however to explain why, during the rulc of Anastasius, or even during 
that of Zeno, he did not eonie back to his duties in Maiuma. Peter died at Iam- 
nia in 491 on the private estate of the tribune Elias, an acąuaintancc of the late 
Empress Eudoxia. According to John Rufus, as Peter was dying in the house of 
the faithful servant of the Empress, he madę a finał profession of Monophysit- 
ism 15 ; nevertheless we may entertain real doubts about Peter remaining an 
ardent Monophysite after the Empress converted to Chalcedonism in 456. In his 
narrative John Rufus is expressing his own position and wishes to promote his 
own see as a guarantor of pure Monophysitism. John Rufus does not tell us 
about the religion of the servant Elias, whom Peter had healed many ycars be- 
fore from deafness. It seems to me highly probable, that hc himself abandoncd 
the Monophysitism as the Empress did. It should be evideni, that the friends of 
Peter, who placed his liturgical feast on October 3rd just before that of Hi- 
erotheos on October 4th, were pure Orthodox bclievers. The claim of apostolic 
authorship for the writings of Peter could even be the best means to countcr the 
reaction of the Monophysite side. Thcy might have becn offended at rcading 

PG 147, 40-41 and E. Schwartz. Kyritlos vtm Skythopolis, Leipzig 1939, p. 
3-85. (Viia Eiuhymii).' 

R. Raabe, Petrus der Iberer... (see notę 2 above) p. 49. 
ls Ibid., p. 123. 
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Peter in the hands of Chalcedonians, or even worse at seeing him compromise 
in the context of the rejectcd Greek philosophy. 

This last argument has been stressed by I. Hausherr. However, I raise the 
question: What sort of relation was obtained between the great ascetic rnonk of 
Gaza Isaias and Peter the Iberian? A reading of the Life of Isaias and his Trea- 
lise on Asceticistn , as wcll as the Life of Peter himself by John Rufus, shows 
that the spirituality which they developed is bascd entirely on mystical experi- 
ences and miraculous events, and is far removed from philosophical specula- 
tions. And one should also obscrvc that John Rufus refers to the friendship 
between Isaias and Peter only in the last pan of his Life, and makes no menLion 
of it at all whcn Peter first settles in Maiuma as its bishop. John Rufus brings 
the two wonderworkcrs Peter and Isaias togelher ai the end of thcir livcs, as the 
result of a long movement towards a radical aseeticism. We probably have to 
distinguish the pcrsonality of Peter in the 480s from that of the young bishop 
who took refuge in Egypt in the fifties. It is well known that the citations of 
Proclus in the Coipus Dionysiacum can only have been nrade after 462. 16 On 
the other liand, John the Eunuch had died about 464. During the rule of Eni- 
peror Leo sonie opportunities still arose to sketch out the visions and the cxpe- 
riences of the late mystic John Mithridates. Zacharias the Rhetor, who does not 
seem to be as militant a Monophysite as John Rufus, lells us that the philoso- 
pher Aeneas of Gaza once visiied the ascetic Isaias to geL sonie insiglits on the 
philosophies of Plato, Aristotlc and Plminus. In anoiher place relates that 
somebody went to Peter the Iberian, the disciple of Isaias, for less philosophical 
matters. Lastly, he records that a certain John the Rhetor from Alcxandria wrote 
some booklets under the name of Theodosius of Jerusaleni and also under the 
nanie of Peter the Iberian. 17 To take the name of Peter in order to give credit to 
certain ideas makes no sense, if Peter were not known as the sort of tnan who 
could have authored this type of work. From these rumors, it seetns morę prob- 
able that John Rufus, in describing Peter as an anti-intellectual disciple of 
Isaias, presents us with his own thesis of the radical cvolulion of Peter as a pure 
Monophysite wonderworker. Zacharias also says that Peter the Iberian once had 
to deny the authorship of certain works circulating under his name. 18 

Finally let us consider the objection madę by R. Roques. He stressed the 
vague connection between the vision of John Mithridates reported in the Life of 
Peter the Iberian. and the morę correct systematisation in the Dionysiac Cor- 


1(1 H. Honigniiinii, Pierre llberien . . . (see notę 1 above), p. 4, No 1. 

17 K. Ahrens and G. Krueger, Die sogenemnte . . . (see notę 8 above) p. 17-18. 

18 Ibid., p. 18, 9-15. 
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pus. Howcver, the vision of Mithridates had to be reported in the year 444, 
when the finał synthesis surely had not yct appeared. It would bć premature to 
seek for the thrce triads of the Corpus in it. In the Plerophoriae tlicie is another 
vision which Peter himself had as a child. That vision was a symbolic one 
whose purpose was to justify the theopaschite expression of Peter the Fuller 
“one of the Trinity has been crucified.” 19 Here we surely meet a thesis of John 
Rufus, sińce we know that Peter the Iberian in fact agreed to the henotikon of 
Zeno, who had not acceptcd the Iiturgical initiativcs of Peter the Fuller. 20 The 
literary genre of the Plerophoriae and of the hagiographical Life does not admit 
of an exact reproduction of the eoniplctc treatises which were subseąuently 
transmitted under the nanie of the Areopagite. 

At this point, after having overconie the major objections to Honigmann's 
thesis, we wish to takc up a ąuestion which has been reccived much less atten- 
tion, that is the connection of the Corpus Dionysiacum with the feast of the 
Dormition of the Virgin. In a shori passage which has been characterised by 
Bernard Brons as a Pseudo-pseudo Areopagite insertion, 2 ! the vision of the 
celestial hierarchy is attributed to Hicrothcos at the vcry moment of the Dormi¬ 
tion of the Virgin. Accordingly, in the orthodox versions of the Dormition, 
Dionysius and Hierotheus are regularly present with the Apostles alongside the 
couch of the Virgin. Indeed. the heavens opened to receive the body of the 
Virgin, and so Hierotheus was able to sec their organisation. The episode, as 
Brons observed, was insericd somewhat latcr, probably by the same people who 
decided to make a Corpus of 14 epistles, in imilation of the Pauline Corpus, 
with four longcr tcxts similar to the four long tcxts of Paul: Romans, the two 
Corinthians and the Galatians. Was Dionysius not the imitator of the great 
apostle of the Gentiles? 

I should stress one fact mentioned in the Life of Peter by John Rufus. Peter 
the Iberian officiated as a bishop for the first time as a bishop “on the great feast 
of the 7th of August.’’ 22 What could this phrase mean7 We immediatcly recall 
that there is no great feast on that day. If it were on the 6lh, then it might be the 


* 9 Jean Rufus, Pleropltories (see mile 3 above) chapi. 37 p. 86. 

20 F. Honigmnnn. Pierre 1'lherien . . . (see notc ] above) p. 13 and a less kuowii 
passage in the Panegyricon of The(xlonts of Pena im Theodosios Cenobiardios, ed. H. 
Usener, Leipzig 1890, p. 66, 8-10: ćtuTipaTh) toutois 6 paicripios' llcrpoś" “\ptcj'rou 
TTaOónTos irrrćp f||K,ii' uapKi" ońxi ć* Kai '■OcÓTryn" aTro<pr)i-ajict a fiue praise 
of Peter in a thoroughly Chalcedonian eontexi. 

21 B. Brons, "Sekundare Textpanieu im Corpus Pseudo-Dionysiacum,” Nuchnch- 
teit vtm der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gdttiugen 5 (1975) 102-109. 

22 R. Raabe, Petrus der Iberer. . . (see notę 2 above) p. 56. 
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Transfiguration, which it surely is not if il is on the 7th. In reality, it is the first 
day of the week of the Assumption of the Virgin, which is normally observed in 
the Coptic church On August 9lh. However. the occurrence of the number 7 in 
the Life of Peter the Iberimt requircs some explanation, which does not come 
easily. Nevertheless some elements front a short Amtenian text, which uses 
many old Judeo-Christian traditions, give us some help. 23 The context is the old 
so-called sacerdotal calendar, which was in effecl in Jerusalem in the tinie of 
Theodosius the anti-patriarch. In that calendar, the first days of January, April, 
July and October are Wednesday. Each trimester contains 91 days, in which the 
first two rnonths of each trimester contain 30 days, and the third nionth 31, 
ntaking 364 days with regular week-days. In this system, the Incarnation, as 
well as the creation of the World, occurs on Wednesday. 24 The system can be 
traced through certain passages of the Chnmicon Pa schnie.-^ 

The conneclion of Peter witli Theodosius is so close that it would be surpris- 
ing if the Life did not contain sonie tracę of that system, which surely had not 
been in effect for a very long time. Lei us considcr, for instance, that in 452, a 
bissextil year, the first trimester amounted to 91 days, both in the Julian and in 
the sacerdotal system. The second trimester did the same. The third trimester 
counted one morę day in August. Consequently, the Julian 31 st July must have 
been counted as sacerdotal lst August, and August 7th in Peter’s Life is really 
August 8th. Since Peter celebratcs at sunset on the 8th, 26 he is already 
celebrating the Assumption of the Virgin on the 9th. 

Anotlier consideration may enter here. Another difficulty in the dating sy¬ 
stem of Peter’s Life exists. The saint is said to have died on a Sunday, 
December lst, at the end of the Life, but some pages before the text has him 
dying on a Friday: (E. Schwartz had already written that we had to choose 
between Friday, December lst, 489, or Sunday in 491; the latier is the correct 
solution). 27 In the so-called sacerdotal calendar, the weekdays also had to ntove 


23 M. van Esbroeck, “Un court traite pseudo-basilien de mouvance aaronite con- 
serve en armenien," Mus 100 (1987) 385-395. This lexl was wriilen againsl the Councit 
of Chalcedon. 

24 For a description of this calendar sec A. Jaubert. La claie de la Cene. 
Calendrier biblique et liturgie cltretienne, Parts 1957, p. 13-59. 

Chronicon Pctschale. in PCI 92. co], 496-497, where the Naiivity and the Cir- 
cumcision oceur on a Wednesday; the first pages on the Creation are missing in the 
Chronicon. 

26 R. Raabe. Petrus der Iberer. . . (see notę 2 above) p. 56. 

27 F.. Schwartz, ■‘Pnblizistische Sammlungen tum acacianischen Schisma,” 
Abltaiidluiiden der Bayer. Akad. der Wiss., phil.-hisl.Abl, N. F. X (Miinchen 1934) 111, 
notę 2, where he corrects his previous statement in ID., “lohannes Rufus, ein 
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in relalion to the numbers of the days of the monih. Morcover the 
Coptic-Arabic Synaxarion gives Noveniber 28th as the day on wliich Peter 
died. 28 At the end of the Life , John Rufus explains that thrcc days werc devoted 
to the memory of Peter the Iberian: the 29th, which was aiso the day of the 
departure of Peter Mongos of Alexandria, the 30lh and lst of Deccmber. Here 
he adds that the deposition of the saint occurred on November 28th, which 
seems to have becn the reason lor the datę in the Synaxarion. The use of the old 
sacerdotal calendar can explain these anomalies. There is still another curious 
shift of two days: old Latin calendars placed the Dormition of the Virgin on the 
I8th of January, 29 instead of the I6th, or the 21 st of the Coplic month Tobi. 
This too seems to result from the short average of days in the sacerdotal system. 
If April was the starling point in 451 (Thcodosius remaincd 20 months in the 
see of Jcrusalcni), a shift of two days had to be observed in January 452, owing 
to the 31 days in July and in October. We do not know how the 365th and the 
366th days found tlieir place in the yettr. Tliey probably fittecl in as the last two 
days of the month of February, which compriscd 30 days. In such ;t case, there 
still remaincd a shift of two days in August, which would havc becn eaused by 
the days January 31 st and July 31 st. At this point there appears the number 7 for 
the ninth of August, mentioned above. In the same ycar, after October 3lst, the 
shift amounted to three days, so that November 28th could bc thought of as the 
Julian Deccmber lst. John Rufus knew that the Novenibcr 28th of his source 
was given in the sacerdotal system, an adjusted it so that if fell three days later. 
This solution is perhaps somewhat subtle. Nevertheless, it reconciles the other- 
wise very unintelligiblc dates of the sources. 

Now it has ncvcr becn observcd that the first great feast Peter the Iberian 
celebrated as a bishop was August 9th, the feast of the Assumption of our Lady. 
This makes it elear that the connection of the feast with Monophysite anti- 
Chalcedonianism in 452 was independent of the tragic cpisodc of the 2lst of 
Tobi or January 16th in 453, about which we havc already spoken. Now on the 
other hand, Honigmann noted that the Monophysite Arabie Synaxarion also 
preservcd a feast for Hierotheus on the 21tli of Barmudah, that is on April 
16th.30 go Hierotheus finds his place at the cxaci mid-point between January 


ltionophysitischer Schriflsteller," Siizmigsberichie der Heidelherger Akad. der 
Wissensch., phil.-hisi. KI. (1912) 16, p. 21. 

28 Synaxarium Alexcnulriintni, ed.I. Forget, Paris 1905. p. 132-1.33. on the first of 
Kihak (in Arabie). 

B. Capelle, “La Fele de 1'Assomption dans 1’hisioire liturgique,” Ephemerides 
theologicae Ix)vanienses 3 (1926) 35-38. 

JO E. Honigmann, Pierre Plberien . . . (see notę [ above) p. 23 notę I. 
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16th and August I6th, at each of the extremities of the Coptic system for the 
Assumption. This cannot be a coincidence. Hierotheus is the true witness to the 
mystery of the Thedochos, which had been assumed, that is to the body of the 
Virgin, the true tempie of Christ. This theological reflection on Mariology was 
already connected with Hierotheus before the time of Dionysius authorship. 

This fact also confirms the orthodox origin of the identification of the feast 
of Hierotheus with that of John the Eunuch on October 4th. We can follow 
exactly the process of the conversion of Peter the Iberian from an absolute anti- 
Chalcedonianism. He was inserted into the calendar by peoplc who did not 
accept the placing of Hierotheos on April 16th. Surely hc himself did not 
achieve the pseudcpigraphical attribution of the Corpus. One should notę in this 
context, that the Monophysite narralives of the Dormition thought it best to 
avoid the presence of Dionysius and Hierotheus at the departure of the Virgin. 
They invoke the testimonies on the one hand of John, James, Peter and Vcrus, 
and on the other of Evodius, Peter, Alexander and RufusTl The first group is 
probably linked with the Gaianites of Egypt, the other with the Severians of 
Antioch. But both show a reaetion to the group Titus, Timotheus, Dionysius 
and Hierotheus. This reaetion appears most clearly in so-ealled Historia 
Euthymicica of the orthodox. 32 Herc Juvcnal gives an answer to Pulchcria, by 
pointing out the fact that there are no bodily relics of the Virgin, and by sending 
to the queen the clothes of the Virgin. 

It therefore appears that a connection existed between Hierotheos and the 
Departure of our Lady, at a time when somc writings already circulated under 
the name of Peter the Iberian. Why hc denied the authorship of these booklets 
can be explained through completely extraneous factors. The speculations about 
Mary’s vision gave birth to some heretical works, in which parallel methods 
were used. The first one is the Book of Hierotheus , the second one is the Pistis 
Sophia . 33 Its real title flOJOXN6 MIICCOTIIP, or the Recommendation of the 
Saviour , is most probably fumished by John of Parallos, 34 and its composition 
involved the compilation of several different sources. 


31 M. van Esbroeck, "Les iexies liueraires sur rAssomption avam le X e siecle,” F. 
Bovon et alii, Les Actes Apocn-phes des Apótres. Christianisme et mnnde paten, Geneve 
198], p. 283. 

32 A. Wenger, L'Assompiiou . . . (see notę 11 above) p. 136-139. 

^ 3 F. S. Marsh, The Book which is called The Book of the Holy Hierotheos, 
London and Oxford 1927; C. Schmidt, Pistis Sophia, Copenhagcn 1925. 

34 A. van Lantschoot, “Fragmems coptes d’une homelie de Jean de Parallos contrę 
les livres des hereiiqucs.” Miscelkmea Giovanni Mercati 1 (Yatican 1946) 303. 
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The very Evagrian Trcutise of Hierotheus already knows the Corpus. It tes- 
tifies thai a Gnostic interpretalion of Platonie thinking was not at all impossiblc 
in the same milieu where the Corpus Dionysiaeum was composcd as a 
deutero-Pauline collcction of letters. The letter of Philoxcnos to the monks 
Orestes and Abraham shows that the Book of Hierotheus already existed. That 
letter must have been written between 494 and 518. 35 The death of Peter the 
Iberian in 491 occured before the Corpus Dionysiaeum was madę. It cannot 
have been madę many years after his death. Most probably, the people who put 
the feast of Hierotheus on October 4th had also sonie reason to preserve that 
which was orthodox among those intellectual groups where Platonie philosophy 
could evolve into heresy. This was a suffieient motive to garner those views 
from the prior speculations of an originally Monophysite thinker and asectic, 
and to mention the authorship in a discretc fashion, so that the anti- 
Chalcedonian party would not be provoked. In the field of Evagrian Origenism, 
both the Orthodox and the Monophysite parlies professed the same views. 

At the end of this brief exposition, I should like to mention Peter the Fuller. 
The portrait of Peter the Fuller at the end of the Pcmegyric of Barnabas by 
Alexandcr of Cyprus 36 corresponds to the portrait of Demophilus in Letter VIII. 
The author of the leuer sees himsclf as sharing Demophilus's views. buL urges 
him not to innovate in the liturgy: one thinks immediately of the famous 
expression “one of the Trinity has been crucified." The nickname Demophilus 
splendidly suits the character of Peter the Fuller. If Demophilus has any histori- 
cal reality no better example can be found to show how distant Peter the Iberian 
is from Peter the Fuller. Of coursc, mueh reniains herc for further discussion. 
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A. de IIalleux, Philo.rene de Mnbbog. Sa vie, ses ecriis, sa theologie. Lotwain 
1963, p. 260-261. 

36 Laudcnio Barnabaei ab Alexandro Cyprio, in Acta Sanciorum, Iunii II (1698) 
447-449. 
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Una nota sul Koip.T)Tfipiov monastico bizantino 


Ho avuto modo di analizzare altrove 1’origiiie e la funzione ideologica di un 
pailicolare monuniento funerario presente nella capitale bizantina, come anche 
nelle Province mcridionali deirimpcro (Siria, Palestina, Egitto). Dai testi da me 
analizzati, quel monuniento era detto in lingua greea /coipijnjpioi' e .d in siriaco 
bet q e bura (casa del seppellimento)J In qucH’occasione analizzai testi 
appartenenti a datę abbastanze alte, arrivando airincirca alTanno 800. Vi trovai 
che mentre la Vita Stephani junioris (antio 806) pcrsevera nelTuso antico del 
termine, un carme di Teodoro Studita chiama /coipr/rr/pioi-' il dormilorio 
monastico. 2 P. Spcck, nel suo eccellente commento ai carmi studiti, riconosce 
quanto poco tcrrcno vi sia pcrche si possa speculare sulPorigine e motivazione 
di questa composizione da parte di Teodoro. Avesse lo Studita in mence di 
chiamare simbolicamente l’estrema dimora — visto l’uso del dormitorio nella 
vita quotidiana del monaco studita — francamcnie mi sembra dcbole il dirlo 
eon l’appoggiarsi su ąuesto solo testo, 3 ne voglio ritenere questa sede il luogo 
per una siffaua analisi. 

Nei secoli che seguono, eon Tawerno degli estesi Tl/ttikó . i Bizantini re- 
cuperano quasi appieno 4 il senso funerario di tcoi/i prijpuji’. Yorrei fermarmi 


1 V. Ruggieri, “A proposito di sepoltura nionastica: bći q c hura. Koippnjptod' in 
stampa in JOB 1993; cf. anche le tnie osservaz.ioni in OCP 57 (1991) 417-421. 

2 P. Speck, Theodoros Sladiles, Jumben a uf versc:hiedei\e Gegenstande (Berlin, 
1968)154. 

3 Teodoro usava, negli slessi canni. il pili noto termine di icoitwv{okos‘ per 
indicare il dormitorio; Carme XVI, 6, Spcck 146. 

4 Koqir|Tf|piov come dormitorio (= koitwKctkos): P. Gautier, ‘‘Le Typikon de la 
Thśotokos Kecharitómśne", REB 43 (1985) 127, 1907-1908 et passim; KOiprjTijpioi z 
Taf/eToK ib. 131, 1967 (115, 1710; 1712-1731 ove si fa menzione di uno i;ci’OTa<j>aoi\ 
1724); di tradizione siriaca era il b5 e qabrC per gli stranieri a Costantinopoli: John of 
Ephesus, Lives of Easteru Saiuis, ed. E. W. Brooks, PO XVIII, 422; la sepoltura di 
Simeone il Folie awiene in lino fciwrafnor. L. Ryden. Das Leben des heiligen Narren 
Symeon von I^eoutios von Neapolis (Stockholm-Gdteborg-lJppsala, 1963) 168, 13). P. 
Gautier, “Le Typikon du Christ Sauveur Pantocrator”, REB 32 (1974) 107. 1324- 
109,1344 ovc si nomiiia la fossa comime (1326-7), i cimiteri urbani (1328) e quello 
monastico esteso su una superficie di ca. 1600 m^ (1330). Ancora come comune cimitero 
in L. Petit, “Typikon du monastere de la Kosmosotire pies d’Aenos (1152)”, 1RAIK 13 
(1908) 46, 20; 46, 35; 66, 18 e 75, 1-10. In questi ultimi casi Tesistenza di un cuKTiiprou 
accerta Tufficiatura liturgica nel cimitero. Inteso come Ta<)x)S' nella chiesa, sembra essere 


OCP 59 (1993) 229-232 
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brevemcnte su un paio di testi per illustrare alcuni tratti di ąuesta evoluz.ione. II 
primo documento e il Synaxarion-Typicim dell’Evergetis, a suo tempo edito dal 
Dmitrievskij. 5 Si tratta d’una pagina di natura liturgica che riporla la cele- 
brazione da farsi nel giorno deIl’anniversario dei santi fondatori. II testo scorrc 
come segue: 

di poi discendiamo verso il cimitero {KaT6pxópeda eię rew Kot/ip 
rrjptois), e facciamo la pannychis presso i santi sepolcri dei fondatori, 
cantando due canoni . . (terminato cio) si va via. (Abbiamo poi la pan¬ 
nychis delPagrypnia, ma non sappiamo esattamente dove. Mentre 1’orthros 
si sta svolgcndo, certamente in chiesa) scende ( KarepxeraL ) il 
parekklesiarches (detto anche tafiótes 6 ) e prepara giu (kutoj) tutto bene a 
puntino, accendc i ceri e le lampade, ed incensa tutto il cimitero. Dopo la 
fine della Ode Nona, fatla la piccola synapte, si comincia senz’altro l'exa- 
postcilarion 7 . . . Terminato il canto, uscendo tutti per le porte reali, 8 di- 
scendiamo al cimitero cantando (un tropario), e di seguito cantiamo qui le 
Laudes ... La liturgia eucaristica si ufficia £i> t< 3 KOLpprppiuj. 

Non staró a parlare della evidente liturgia stazionaria, quanto piuttosto 
conviene ritenere cio che il testo illustra apoditticamenie: la diversita di strut- 
ture edilizie ove sono condotte differenti celebrazioni. 

Processionalmente si passa dalia chicsa al KoippTpptoi’, luogo dove i mo¬ 
nad continuano un’ufficiatura e celcbrano anche 1'eucaristia. lnoltrc, marcato 
ripetutamente dal testo (KaTepyójifOo, kótlo ), appare evidente che il 
KoiprjTtjpior t una cosiruzionc a se stante, situata probabilmente piu in basso 
rispetto al livello della chiesa citata. Questa testimonianza non rappresenta una 
copia perfetta del monumento antico, che prevedeva il sepolcro dei fondatori 
(ed egumeni celebri) quale elcmento importante della sLrutmra edilizia del mo- 
nastero. Tutto il contentuto, o, per meglio dire, gran parte del contenuto litur- 
gico (quello stazionale dcH’ufficiatura e delPeucaristia) ć un novum dovuto 
alTincremento storico-ideologico che il monachesimo ha avuto nei secoli e che 
differenzia notevolmente il nuovo cdificio dal suo predecessore siriaco e bi- 
zantino tra la fine del IV secolo e gli inizi del V sccolo. 


la testimonianza di P. Gautier, “La Typikon du Sebaste Gregoire Pakourianos”, REB 42 
(1984) 21, 19; 31, 204 et passim. 

5 A. Dmitricvskij. Opisanie. 1'mtKd (Kiev, 1895) I, 446-7 ( =Aihen. Bibl. Nai. 

788). 

6 L’ ó Ttliu Tci^toa keiTOupyós': Gautier. REB 40 (1982) 79, 1112. 

7 E il tropario che si canta 1 tra la fine del Canone e 1’inizio delle Laudes. 

8 Queste sono le porte della chiesa, in quanto rufficiatura ś celebrata in chiesa, e 
non nel santuario. 
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II secondo testo ci offre delle similari inforniazioni sul monastcro di Grot¬ 
taferrata. Queste si evincono dal I', a. I, Typicon del monastero stesso.9 Un 
appunto di carattere siorico si trova al f. 40: 

(Memoria della dedicazione = eyKalvia della chiesa della Mądre di Dio 
sotto Papa Giovanni, durante 1’egumenaio di Bartolomeo il Giovane, nel 
6533 = 1024/5 l0 ). NelPanno 6639 della creazione del mondo, nel 1131 
delPIncarnazione di N. S. Gesu Cristo, ind. 9, nel suddetto 17 di Dicembre 
viene dedicato il divino uaóę tou Kam roXiov (=templum Capituli) 11 nel 
ąuale giacciono le sante reliquie dei santi e venerabili nostri Padri Nilo e 
Bartolomeo, e v’e il Kotpr/Ttjptof dei fratelli al tempo (er ratę rjpepaię) 
delPegumenato del vencrato abate Nicola. 

A ąuesto KamróMor (KamrorAor), appellato napfKKXqata al dire di Roc- 
chi, “si accede da una porta sotto la navata laterale destra della chiesa”.'2 


9 La data di confezione di questo Typicon, rinnovamemo di un piu antico 
esemplare altribuito a Bartolomeo, e 1299/1300. Sul MS, A. Turyn, “Dated Greek Ma- 
nuscripts of the Thirteenth and Fourlheenih Centuries in the Libraries of Italy”, DOP 17 
(Washington, 1980) I, 96-98; A. Rocchi, Codices Cryptenses seu Abbatiae Cryptae 
Ferratae in Tusculano digesli et illuslrati (Tusculani, 1883) 209-211; P. Rougeris, 
“Ricerca bibliografica sui ‘Typikś’ italo-greci”, Bolletlino della Badia Greca di Grotta- 
ferrata, n.s. 27 (1973) 12-13; da ultimo S. Parenli, “La celebrazione delle Ore del Ve- 
nerdi Santo nelPEucologio G.b. X di GrottafeiTata”, BoUeuitio della Badia Greca di 
Grottaferrata, n.s. 44 (1990) spec. 117-121. Per il nostro testo, cf. A. Dmitrievskij, 
Opisanie I. 899 e ss. Con piacere ringrazio la gentilezza del Dr. Stefano Parenti che non 
solo ha richiamato la mia attenzione su questo MS, ma mi ha allresi supplito le parli non 
edite con la sua paziente lettura del MS. 

Per la data, cf. anche A. 3. V. (Rocchi, Codices 21); A. Rocchi, La Badia di 
Grottaferrata (Roma, 19042) 43 Giovanni Papa era Giovanni XIX (=ću5eicdTou del 1 '. 
a. I). 

1' A. Rocchi, De Coetwbio Cryptoferratensi einsque Bibliotheca et Codicibus 
praesertim Graecis Commemarii (Tusculi, 1893) 26-7. 

’2t. Minisci, Santa Maria di Grottaferrata. La Chiesa e il Monastero 
(Grottaferrata. 1955) 47. Minisci (ib.) continua: ,- questa capella era dedicata in origine ai 
santi maniri Adriano e Natalia (forsę in memoria del primo Cenobio fondato da S. Nilo 
in Calabria) e aveva proporzioni molto ridolle. Nel 1131 1’abate Nicoló II la ingrandi e la 
prolungó nella forma che tuttora conserva, dedicandola ai sami fondatori Nilo e 
Bartolomeo dei quali racchiudeva le preziose reliąuie. Oggi viene chiamata Farnesiana 
per essere stała ornata artisiicameme a cura del cardinale commendatario Odoardo 
Famese tra il 1609 e il 1610”, Cf. Rocchi. La Badia di Grottaferrata, 48-9; indicazioni 
bibliografiche sulla chiesa del monastero, ultimamente in V. Pace, “La chiesa abbaziate 
di Grottaferrata e ta sua decorazione nel Medioevo”, Atti del I Colloguio Intern. 
(Grottaferrata, 26-28 Aprite 1985) = Bollettino della Badia Greca di Grottaferrata. n.s. 
41 (1987) 47-87. 
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; 'EyKciiiAodr) rifcrito a Kam roki nr si rifcrisce molto realisticaniente ad una ri- 
strutturazione deIl’edificio funerario, conservante non solo le reliąuie dei fon- 
datori, ma anche i resti mortali dci fratelli defunti (forsę egumeni o persone di 
una certa considerazione). 1 - 4 Inoltre 1’accesso a ąucsto blocco significava scen- 
dere dal coipo centrale della chiesa verso il Kuipr/rijpioi z II I ', a. I ci propone 
dei momenti celebrativi: 

1) nella commemorazione dei defunti (2 Nov.) abbiamo una parte del clero 
che tiene la prescritta acolutia nella grandę chiesa (= basilica), ed un’altre parte 
che si awia 14 verso il KamTÓktor ove tengono la t^Kpioatpot' ÓKokoudia (f. 
24; Dmitrievskij 905); 

2) nel mercoledi della Tirofagia, dopo l’Ora Prima: ró rpiadytoi' Kat rj 
ÓKokoudta Ttur KeKOtpppeiwi' ft? ró Kam touAok{[. I07 v ); 

3) nel primo lunedl di Quaresima, dopo l’Ora Prima: . . . (Jjakkopimu 8ł 
toD Tptaayiou nopempeBa fi,ę ró Kamrovkor(i. 11 l v ), ove segue il salnto 
69, il Credo, le Litaniae Sanctorum (alla Grandę Compicia), il Trisagion, il 
Pater nosier, Icitura di Giacomo, vangclo di Marco, lettura patristica, congcdo 
(non v'e la Messa perclie in Quaresima); 

4) nei vespri della Domenica di Pentecoste: pfTÓ Tf|u fK<J>wyr|CTiy ripxeTai 
6 r|yoU|iew)ę- Lu\oyr|T6ś' fi XpiCTTe 6 0eóę ppiou (Troparion dcl giorno), 
Kai (paWomeę auro rropfuópeSa fię to icaiTLTOiAot' (f. 144 v ). 

Sembra, da quanto detto, che il KOippTtjptnr era inglobato nel KrtTHTÓXiov. 
Vicn da pensarc che tutLa ąuesia costruzione e chiamata dal MS KaTTLTÓXLou 
perche in esso awengono celebrazioni liturgiche; d i rei che la dimensione cinti- 
teriale come tale fu traslata nella funzionc cultica e liturgica ad un certo 
momcmo della vita del monastero. Questo tipo di evoluzionc alPinterno di un 
centro monastico aventc un Koipr|Tf|piou si dcve essenzialemente alla nuova 
lettura storico-ideologica che i monad delPinizio del XII sec. lanno sulla pre- 
senza e funzionc dellc rcliquic. 

Pontificio Istituto Orientale Yincenzo Ruggieri, S.J. 


II KoipriTripioy a Groiiaferrata aveva decisamente il carattere peculiare di 
siruttura sepolcrale adibila per un gruppo lislrelio di persone. Ció lisulta piu cliiaro 
quando si prcnda in considerazione la differenza inarcata dal MS a proposilo di campo- 
samo e chimero: (nel Mauutino di Pasqua) . . .qpels 6ć TTdyTcę oi «XXoi e£ep _ 
XopcOa dtTó Trj^ TTu\qs' tou KamToiAou pcTa tiui 1 (f>aTXiuy drrTop.eywy . . . 
Kai ciCTcpxópe0a 6ia Tiy,' TrisYryr toD Kapiroyodyrou Kai aT7Cpxópc0a aus- “fj? 
peydAps' rrOXqs' Tfję peYdXqs ĆKKXqaiaś' (L. a. I. f. 133v). La trascrizione di 
Dmitrievskij 1, 91 ]) e eirata; et. il Iblio in A. Turyn. Daied Greek Maiuiscripts 11, tav. 
75. 

14 II verbo TTopcuopai. iuutile dirlo, e un paliern processionale-liturgico. 
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La tradizione classica e la civilta letteraria russa medievale 

A proposito di un recente lavoro di D. M. Bulanin 


II volume di Dmiirij M. Bulanin costituisce la versione ampliata di una dis- 
sertazione (“doktorskaja disscrtacija”) difesa nell’ottobre del 1989 prcsso il 
Puskinskij Dom a Leningrado. 1 L 'avtorefemt della disscrlaz.ionc, unitamenie 
ad alcuni ariicoli usciti a ridosso della sua presentazione, 2 avevano delincato i 
contorni di un lavoro di cui non era difficile intuire l'enorme rilievo. La sua 
pubblicaz.ione consentc oggi una conoscenza assai piu completa dei risultati 
delle ricerche condotte da Bulanin, e una vcrifica della prima impressione che 
aveva suscitato la lettura delle pagine surricordate. Amicipando fin d’ora il 
giudizio complessivo sul lavoro — un giudizio che argomcnteró piu in detta- 
glio dopo avcrne riassunto il contenuto —, mi parę di poter affermare senza 
esagerazione che ci iroviamo di fronte a un’opera capitale: per gli studi dedicati 
alla letteratura russa antica e, in viriu dell'importanza delle tematiche affronta- 
te, per rimeiprciazione stol ica delFintera civilta letteraria slava ecclesiastica. 

L’ampia imroduzione, lunga alineno il doppio di ciascuno dei ąuattro capi- 
toli che seguono, illusira il quadro concettuale e storico in cui si inserisce la 
problematica indagata (pp. 9-95). L’auiorc ripcrcorrc in poche pagine la storio- 
grafia della questione relativa alLinflusso del mondo classico sulla cultura anti- 
co-russa, sottolincando assai opportunamente come per molto tempo il pro- 
blema si sia legato, nella coscienza storica russa, al rapporlo fra la Russia c 
1’Europa (p. 9). La caratteristica comunc piu cvidcmc dci lavori elencati risiede 
anzitutto nel loro carattere compilativo, che non li ha preservati da un diffuso 
pregiudizio europocentrico (p. 17), e che soprattutto li ha portali a cludcre pro- 
prio le questioni di fondo su cui e impcrniato il presentc studio: qual c la diffe- 
renza esistente nei rapporti eon la cultura antica fra Bisanzio e la Slavia orto- 
dossa, e in particolare le terre slavc orientali? Quale fu il principio che regoló la 


* D.M. Bulanin. Anlićnye irciclicii v drevnentsskoj literaturę XI-XVl in 1 ., MLinchen: 
Verlag Otto Sagner 1991, pp. 465. 

^ Vd. D.M. Bulanin. K interpretacii "Nttrodnogo" iitija loanna RWskogo, 
«Palaeobulgarica» 11 (1987), n. 3. 57-67; id., Reknnstrukcija drevnerusskogo sbornika 
v., in hs!edovanija po drevnej i novoj literaturę. Leningrad 1987. 342-345; id.. 
Neizvesluyj istoćnik Izbornika 1076 g.. «Tmdy Oldela drevnerusskoj literatury* 44 
(1990), 161-178. 


OCP 59 (1993) 233-241 
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sCelta dei motivi classici che vcnnero assimilati? Chi defini 1’ambito tematico e 
cronologico delle opere che dovevano circolare in Russia? Quali furono gli 
ostacoli frapposti a una piu articolata conoscenza dell’antichitcl classica? E, in- 
fine, come mutó ii rapporto eon l’eredita classica nel corso deH’intera lettera- 
tura russa antica? Gia dalia formulazione di tali fondamentali quesiti emerge 
uno dei meriti maggiori dello studio: la ricerca di una prospettiva ermeneutica 
che non corra il rischio di proiettare sui fenomeni letterari osservati schemi pre- 
costituiti e allotri, ma che al contrario miri a una loro comprensione dalFinterno 
del sistema letterario cui essi appartennero. II lavoro di Bulanin non fornisce tra 
1’altro solo una risposta alle ąuestioni suelcncatc, ma fa anche piazza pulita di 
alcuni miii storiografici che hanno inquinato gli studi storico-letterari russi 
quale, per limitarmi a un solo esempio, quello che si rifcriscc alle tendenze an- 
ticheggianti del cosiddetto, da alcuni studiosi, Rinascimento russo (pp. 21-22). 

L’accentuato carattere confessionale della civilta letteraria sviluppatasi nelle 
terre slave ortodosse determino 1’impossibilita di una ricezione puramente 
estetica (o storica) delferedita classica, dove tanta parte aveva il politeismo. Da 
questa premessa discende 1’assenza nei Balcani come nella Slavia orientale del 
maggior canale attraverso il quale Bisanzio continuó ad attingere alle fonti 
classiche, quella scuola di stampo ellenistico chc il mondo bizantino non 
avrebbe mai rinnegato lungo tutto il corso della propria storia. 3 Nonostante il 
conseguente tacito divieto elevato contro una conoscenza diretta delFeredita 
greco-romana, diversi suoi elementi penetrarono ugualmente nella cultura slava 
ecclesiastica, e quindi anchc russa. Allo scopo di comprendcre in quale modo 
awenisse tale assimilazione, 1’autore si sofferma su quattro aspetti principali 
che sembrano esaurire le possibilita di cui il Mcdiocvo slavo ecclesiastico si 
valse per conoscere almeno in parte la cultura classica: le vie aliraverso le quali 
i letierati slavi awicinarono la religione e la mitologia degli antichi; il ruolo 
svolto dal mondo classico nella coscienza storica del Medioevo slavo; i principi 
che guidarono la ricezione di testi classici, sia autentici che pseudepigrafi, nella 
letteratura slava ecclesiastica; quali lacerti della retorica antica, racchiusi in te¬ 
sti bizantini, polerono raggiungere la civilta letteraria slava ecclesiastica. 

Gia per questa prima parte del lavoro riesce difficile riassumere la ricchezza 
e la profondita delle osservazioni di cui 1’autore ha disseminato le sue pagine. 
Senza la pretesa di seguirc nei dettagli le argomentazioni sviluppate dall’autore, 
mi limito a sottolineare alcuni punti di particolare rilievo. II paragone qui isti- 


^ Sul sistema educativo bizantino vd. ora la sintelica esposizione di R. Browning, 
L'inse gnanie, in L'uomo bizunlino, a cura di G. Cavallo, Roma-Bari 1992, 129-164, in 
particolare 131-147. 
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tuito fra la polemica condotla comro la mitologia nella Slavia ortodossa e a Bi- 
sanzio permette p. es. alTautore di dimostrare eonie non si possa contrapporre 
in maniera troppo rigida le due culture l’una all’altra, ma come invece si tratti 
di cogliere le affinita e i legami della civilia letteraria slava ecclesiastica eon 
una particolare sfera del mondo bizantino, e piii preeisamente eon la cultura 
religiosa espressa non gia dalie sue elites, bensl dal monachcsimo, assai piii so- 
spettoso vcrso 1’intera eredita classica. 

II posto occupato dal mondo classico nella coscienza storica slava medie- 
vale viene indagato non solo sulla base della leiteratura cronografica e crona- 
chistica, ma anche eon 1’ausilio di operę quali il Romanzo di Alessandro o la 
Storia giudaica. Assai interessanti risultano qui p. es. le considerazioni svolte a 
proposito dell'opera storiografica di Giuseppe Flavio. Bulanin avanza 1’ipotcsi 
che la Storia giudaica sia stata tradotta e letta inizialmente alla stregua di un 
racconto di guerra (“voinskaja povest’"), e solo in seguito reinterpretata in 
chiave storica. I famosi inserti cristologici, che eonie e noto sono docunientati 
solo nella traduzionc slava del teslo, sarebbero, seeondo Tautore, da collegarsi 
a questa rinnovata lettura delPopera, e risuherebbero quindi dcl tutto secon- 
dari. Lo studio delle sentenze conservate alPinterno di svariati florilegi (p. es. 
la Pccla) conscnte alTautore di corrcggerc preeedenti interpretazioni datę da 
altri sLudiosi sui rapporti fra i modelli bizantini e le rispctiive traduzioni slave, 
di cui vengono qui giustamente sottolineate le differenze sul piano funzionale. 

II riesame delle numerose operę su cui Bulanin basa il proprio ragiona- 
mento nella lunga introduzione confcrma, al di la delle niolte precisazioni for- 
nite dalPautore intorno a singoli probierni, come rimniagine che del mondo 
classico ebbero i letterati slavi, dalia Bułgaria del sccolo d’oro fmo alla Russia 
moscovita del ’500, fosse sempre parzialc, perche condizionata da una pregiu- 
diziale awersione per tutto ció che era pagano. Se nell’introduzione lo studioso 
russo si sofferma su testi larganiente noti e gia oggetto di piii o meno appro- 
fondite riccrchc, i quattro capitoli che seguono sono invece dedicati a opere 
slavo-ecclesiastiche assai meno conosciute e comunque poco studiate. 

II primo capitolo e interamente dedicato alla traduzione slava del Manuale 
di Epitteto (pp. 96-137). Conservata da otto codici russi. di cui solo uno e ante- 
riore al XV sccolo, 4 questa traduzione assumc unrimportanza particolare 
nell’intera tradizione slava ecclesiastica, in quanto, seppure in una forma cri- 


4 Delie tre copie delle Velikie Mmei-Ćet'i Bulanin prende giusianiente in 
considerazione solo la piii antica, la Sofijskaja. Occorre peró aggiungerc che anche il ms. 
S. Pielroburgo, GPB, codice Soloveckij moitastyr' 930/1040. rappresenla un descripius 
(p. 301), e che peilanto i testimoni operanti per la costiluzione del teslo sono in realia 
solo sette. 
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stianizzata, conserva un’opera di uno dei maggiori rappresentanti dello stoici- 
smo antico. Dopo avcr rapidamente schizzato la fortuna del Manuale (pp. 98- 
103), Bulanin passa a occuparsi piu in dettaglio della traduzione slava, che risa- 
le a una parafrasi cristiana sorta in ambientc nionastico in cpoca imprecisata. La 
traduzione slava riveste un certo interesse anclie per la tradizione greca in quan- 
to assai vicina al suo archetipo (pp. 106-107). Essenziale e pero soprattuno la 
ąuestione cronologica: quando e stata eseguila la traduzione? II suo esamc per- 
mette all’autore di collegame la genesi eon la cosiddetta scuola di Preslav e di 
datarla quindi al X secolo (pp. 106-114). Vi ć poi una prova supplemcntare che 
in maniera incontrovenibile conferma la datazione proposta dall'autore. Nella 
sezione Nakazanie bogatym cieli’ lzboruik dcl 1076, risalcnte per la massima 
parte a\l’ Esposizione cli capitoli ammonitori del diacono Agapeto, e infatti con- 
tentuto anche un breve estratto del Manuale di Epitteto, finora mai identificato, 
che deriva dalia stessa traduzione attestata solo da piu tardi codici slavi orien- 
tali. Dopo aver qnindi discusso la possibilita che Tauribuzionc a Massimo il 
Confessore della parafrasi qui studiata non sia arbitraria. e possa anzi rispon- 
dere a verita (pp. 118-123) — ma occoitc ricordarc a qucsto proposito che il 
nuniero di testi che nella tradizione greca viaggiano sotto il (falso) nonie di 
Massimo il Confessore e assai elevato —, e dopo aver fornito nuove precisa- 
zioni sui rapporti esistcnli fra le prime due versioni cristianizzate del Manuale 
(pp, 123-124), 1’autore passa a esaminare il contesto (“konvoj”) in cui il Ma¬ 
nuale e trasmesso nclle Velikie Minei-Cei'i sotto la data del 29 febbraio. Le 
conclusioni cui giunge Bulanin sono di enorme rilievo per tutto 1'insieme di 
florilegi slavo-ecclesiastici: egli dimostra infatti 1’esistenza di uno sbornik, che 
viene ricostruito nelle sue lince essenziali, preesistente al\" Izbomik del 1076, e 
dal quale il compilaiore di ques['ultimo ha tratto i brani di Agapeto ed Epitteto, 
oltre a due estratti di Massimo il Confessore che non erano finora mai stati 
identificati. L'indagine si allarga qui anche ad altre consimili compilazioni sia 
slave meridionali. sia slave orientali che contribuiseono tutte ad arricchire in 
niisura sostanziale il quadro tracciato da Bulanin. II legame testualc che lo stu- 
dioso individua fra la traduzione slava ecclesiastica óelV E.sposizione di Agape¬ 
to e del Manuale di Epitteto permette infine di chiarire come anche la tradu¬ 
zione dclTopera di Agapeto fosse stała dettata da una sua lettura in chiave edi- 
ficante e moraleggiante, e non gia da un interesse per il suo contenuto politico. 5 


^ Sui probierni sollevali dalia tradizione slava di Agapeto. vd. anche la lilia 
recensione a I. Śevćenko, Byzanliuin and ihe Slavs. Cambridge. Mass. - Napoli 1991, 
«Annali del Dipanimento di studi dell’Europa oriemale. Sezione Slavistica» 1 (1992). in 
corso di stainpa. 



La tmdizione classica e la civilta letteraria ritssa medievale 


237 


II secondo capitolo e dedicato ai soggetti mitologici nella raccolta di omelie 
di Gregorio di Nazianzo eon gli scolii di Niceta di Eraclca (pp. 138-172). 
L’autore riassume dapprima la storia degli studi consacrati alla tradizione slava 
di Gregorio, un campo di ricerca finora alquanto trascurato c che in futuro me- 
ritera senza dubbio di essere esplorato piu a fondo. Anche in questo caso Bu- 
lanin non si limita pero a ripetere le conclusioni (in parte del rcsio prowisorie) 
cui sono giunti gli studiosi che lo hanno preccduto, ma suggerisce nuove pro- 
poste interpretative. Egli illustra p. es. i motivi che sembrano giustificare la da- 
tazione della terza redazione della traduzionc slava di Gregorio. finora legata al 
nome del patriarca Eutimio, a un period o anteriore (p. 141-142). 6 Dopo essersi 
inoltre soffermato sullc caratteristichc dcl commento di Niceta, 1'autore clenca i 
brani a contenuto mitologico presenti nelle omelie di Gregorio (pp. 147-153). 11 
costanie interesse dei letterati slavi medievali per le reminiscenze mitologiche 
che essi irovavano nelle omelie e nei relaiivi scolii di Niceta e confermato dai 
numerosi luoghi in cui, ftn dai tempi piu antichi. la tradizione letteraria slava 
ecclesiastica fa esplicito riferimento al testo di Gregorio (pp. 154-172): dalie 
glosse marginali conscrvate nclFunico testimone che raccoglie tredici, e non 
sedici, omelie di Gregorio e che e datato all'XI secolo, si giunge tlno alla rac¬ 
colta di omelie di Simeon Polockij. Većerja dusevnaja. Impossibile o quasi, qui 
come altrove, riassumere in maniera adeguata la dovizia di spunLi e di conside- 
razioni innovative presentate dalPautore. Ricordero peró almeno le interessanti 
osservazioni su alcuni scolii inediti alle omelie 9 a e 10 a conservati in due codici 
serbi del XIV e XV secolo; suH’influsso cserciialo dagli scolii di Niceta sul 
Russkij Chronograf, e in particolare sulla Povest' o sozdanii i poplencnii Troj- 
skom. e attraverso di esso sulla Kaz.anskaja istorija; sul Pochval'noe siwo 
Vasiliju III che 1’autore attribuisce qui per la prima volta a Fedor Karpov; e poi 
ancora su Maksim Grek, Ivan il Terribile, Zinovij Otenskij, Ivan Rykov, 
su\YAzhukovnik, ecc., per concludere, come si e tlctto, eon Simeon Polockij. 
L’indagine, che futurę ricerche potranno si arricchirc, ma non modificare nelle 
sue linee essenziali, permette di scorgere una prevalente lettura "attualizzante” 
dei riferimenti mitologici del Nazianzeno in cui questi vengono p. es. equiparati 
alle sopravvivenze dcl paganesimo slavo, o invece vengono utilizzati per niuo- 
vere accuse di idolatria, come p. es. fa lvan il Terribile eon il principe Kurbskij. 
Sara solo in una seconda fasę, che si annuncia aIPcpoca dcl patriarca Eutimio e 
che diventera piu eyidente soprattutto a partire dal XV-XVI secolo, che 


6 Vd. pęto la p. 158 dove, probabilmente per una svisla, lale reda/.ione viene 
ancora definila eutimiana. 
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1’int'eresse per le reminiscenze mitologiche qui indagate acąuistera invece sem- 
pre piu carattere storico-culturale. 

U terzo capitolo e dedicato aH’epistolografia russa nei suoi rapporti eon la 
teoria epistolare antica (pp. 173-216). In particolare 1’autore siudia la “lettera di 
amicizia” (“druźeskoe pis’mo’’), fiorita soprattutto fra IV e V secolo e la cui 
composizione doveva rispondere a ben prccise regole retoriche. Ebbene, per la 
Russia medievale Bulanin dimostra che non vi e nessun valido inotivo che 
permetta di parlare di un vero e proprio genere cpistolografico russo nel solco 
di ąucllo bizantino, e che il niodcllo predominante e semmai qucllo dcllc lettcre 
apostoliche, oppure addirittura di generi dcl luito divcrsi (pp. 184-185). 

Un'evidente eccezione e costituita da una lettera, che si finge indirizzata da 
un tale Sosipatro ad Assioco, del famoso storico bizantino del VII secolo Teo¬ 
filo Simocatta. recata da quattro codici slavi orientali (di cui due gia incontrati 
in precedenza fra quclli chc conservano la traduzione slava di Epitteto). Tradot- 
ta in Bułgaria alfepoca dello zar Simeon — un’epoca che giustamente Bulanin 
interpreta non solo come il “secolo d’oro” dcl la lelteratura slava ecclesiastica, 
ma anche eonie un periodo di sperimentazioni. alcune delle quali non ebbero in 
seguito sviluppo (si pensi p. es. anche ai componimenti poetici in nietri sillabici 
che videro allora la luce) —, la lettera di Teofdo Simocatta, che costituisce un 
tipico prodotto deH’epistolografia bizantina, rimarra del tutto isolata nel sistema 
letterario slavo ecclesiastico per mezzo millennio. Solo nel XV secolo Vasilij 
D. Ermolin mostrera, eon la sua lettera a Jakov, segretario di Casimiro IV, re di 
Polonia e gran principe lituano, nota col titolo convenzionale, e eon ogni pro- 
babilita spurio, di Posianie ot druga k drugu , di sapersi ricollegare a quella 
specifica tradizione retorica. Non a cuso, come ricorda assai opportunamente 
Bulanin, la lettera e opera di un autore imbevuto di cnltura occidentalc, mediata 
in questo caso attravcrso quella polacca. Dopo aver analizzato la corrisponden- 
za di Ivan il Terribile e dcl principe Kurbskij, e essersi soffermato su Maksim 
Grek, 1’autore concentra la propria attenzione su Fedor Karpov (pp. 200-209). 
uno degli scrittori russi del XVI secolo forsę piu inlcressanti in assoluto. II nia- 
gro catalogo delle opere sicuramentc compostc da questo autore viene qui ad¬ 
dirittura raddoppiato: ai quattro testi che gli erano stati in passato attribuiti, 
Bulanin e infatti in grado di aggiungere il Pochralnoe slovo Vasiliju III, finora 
rimasto anonimo, e ben tre nuovc Icttcrc. 7 II capitolo si chiude infine 


7 ln queslo modo 1’auiore nrricchisce in misura norevole 1’immagine dello scriltore 
che egli siesso aveva deliueaio nello Slovar’ kniinikov i knilno.sli Drernej Rusi, vyp. 2 
(viorujn polorina XIV-XVl v.), i. 1: A-K. Otv. red. D.S. Licliaćev. Leningrad 1988. 459- 
461, s.v. Karpm’ Fedor lvcmović. 
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suH’esame di una serie di testi che fuoriescono dalfambito cronologico in cui si 
muove la ricerca e che mostrano la progrcssiva diffusione di esempi del genere 
epistolografico sempre piit aderenti ai modclli classici. Ma si iratta di fenomeni 
che riflettono le modifieazioni cui nel ’600 va incontro il sistema letterario 
russo antico e che non intaccano affatto le conclusioni cui 1’autore e pervenuto: 
cosi come gli Slavi ortodossi non hanno conosciuto la poesia profana, allo stes- 
so modo essi, tranne le eccezioni suddette, non hanno frequentato la “Iettera 
d’amicizia” di tipo bizantino. 

II ąuarto capilolo ć dedicato alTesamc di duc motivi nella topica antico- 
russa relativi aU’immagine che 1’autore trasmetie di se e che risalgono entrambi 
all’antichita (pp. 217-263). Si tratta da un lalo della freąuente precisazione 
dello scrittore antico-russo che sottolinea di non aver studiato nelLAtene paga- 
na, e dalfaltro del noto paragonc fra lo scrittore c l’ape. Sulla base di una cono- 
scenza impareggiabile dei testi, non solo slnvi e non solo mcdievali, e grazie a 
un’acuta sensibilita storica, 1’autore illumina il significato e l’evoluzione dei 
due luoghi letterari. 

Le brevi considerazioni finali offrono 1’occasione per ricapitolare i princi- 
pali risultati emersi dalFindagine compiula dalio studioso (pp. 264-276). Egli 
sottolinea cosi la validita dcU’interpretazione avanzata da Riccardo Picchio, che 
vede nella letteratura bulgara prodotta nella Bułgaria del IX-X secolo sotto 
1’egida di Simeon una “letteratura paradigmatica”, capace di dar forma compiu- 
ta a quel sistema letterario slavo ecclesiastico che sarebbe durato, eon alcune 
differenze a seconda delle diversc zonę della Slavia ortodossa, almeno fino al 
XVIII secolo. La decisione di chiudere la nuova civilta letteraria slava 
all’influsso della cultura classica fu presa allora. dalia seconda generazione di 
letterati slavi che si trovarono di fronte aH’impcgnativo compito di completare 
e rinsaldare 1’opera awiata da Costantino e Melodio e dai loro piu immcdiaii 
discepoli. Fu sempre allora che la parte della civilta slava destinata a dar presto 
vita alla Slavia ortodossa decise di non trapiantare sul proprio suolo quella 
scuola bizantina che risaliva all'epoca ellenistica. e che avrebbc pcmiesso al 
mondo bizantino di non recidere mai i suoi legami diretti eon la cultura classi¬ 
ca. Una volta delincato il quadro generale, 1’auiorc si sofferma poi su duc pc- 
riodi in cui la tradizione classica sembra (almeno in parte) superare gli ostacoli 
frapposti a una sua piu piena conosccnza. In quella stessa Bułgaria dello zar 
Simeon che crea il nuovo sistema letterario slavo ecclesiastico su basi esplici- 
tamente confessionali, ripudiando quindi in sostanza 1’crcdila classica, alcuni 
Stngoli frammenti di quella tradizione vengono pero ugualmente assimilati. Sa¬ 
ra in seguito solo nella Russia moscovita, tra la filie del XV e 1’inizio del XVI 
secolo, che le rcminiscenze classiche si presenteranno talvolta di nuovo prive di 
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quella particolare connotazione negativa chc ć loro di soliło peculiare nella 
tradizione letteraria slava ecclcsiastica: ma si tratta oramai di uno sviluppo che 
sembra preludere alle profonde trasformazioni che il sistema Ictterario russo 
subira nel corso del ’600 ąuando, nella nuova temperic barocca, sempre piu 
spesso gli elemcnti mitologici si imrecceranno eon ąuelli cristiani. 

Le tre appendici contengono le edizioni dei principali testi cui sono dedicati 
i primi tre capitoli del libro, dal Manuale di Epitielo fino alle ire lettere inedite 
di Fedor Karpov (pp. 301-369). Basate suH’esame critico della tradizione, le 
edizioni lianno 1’unico inconvcnientc di presentarc 1'apparato critico e scritturi- 
stico non nel basso della pagina, bensi in fondo a ogni singolo testo pubblicato; 
per i! resto si aggitingono ai molti pregi chc il volunic gia offre. Seguono infine 
la ricca bibliografia, la lista dellc abbrcviazioni, 1’elenco dei manoscritti utiliz- 
zati e 1’indice dei nomi. 

Ho gia anticipato fin dałl’inizio il giudizio su un volunie che, non e difficile 
prevederlo, c destinato a divcntarc un’opcra fondamcntalc nel campo dcgli 
studi storico-letterari russi, e slavo-ecclesiastici in genere. Uno dei meriti mag- 
giori del libro consiste innanzitutto nella ricca messe di nuovi dati doctirnentari 
chc esso presenta. E non mi riferisco qui solianto ai testi che sono al centro del 
lavoro, dal Manuale di Epitteto alle omelie di Gregorio di Nazianzo e ai nuovi 
testi attribuiti a Fedor Karpov, ąuanto alle innumcrcvoli osservazioni crilichc 
che gettano nuova luce su un corpus di testi talmente vasto da coprire una 
buona parte della letteratura russa niedievale, e tanto della letteratura otiginale 
quanto di ąuella di traduzione. 8 Non e putlroppo possibile riassumere qui la 
ricchezza e la profondita degli spunti offerti dal lavoro: il lettore ue trovera egli 
stesso conferma quasi a ogni pagina. Insieme a un’incomparabile conoscenza 
della sterminata documcnlazione nianoscrilta slava ccclesiastica — e lo studio 
di Bulanin mostra una volta di piu, sc pure vc nc fosse bisogno, che tion e anco- 
ra possibile farę storia della letteratura russa antica senza un'adeguata cono¬ 
scenza della sua tradizione manoscritta —, andra sottoliueata la sua familiarita 
non solo eon gli studi prodotti in Russia o in altri paesi slavi, ma anche eon la 
bibliografia critica occiden[ale. ( ' , 


8 I-o studio di Bulanin mostra del resto nella maniera piu evidenie la neecssita, ma 
anche i vantaggi, che allo storico della letteratura russa antica derivano daU’atlribuzione 
di pari diritti alla letteratura di traduzione rispeilo a ąuella originale, e dalia costante 
attenzione rivolia, al di la dei conlini russi, alla restante tradizione slava ecclesiasiica. 

^ Sono esireniamente rare le iniregrazioni che possono e.ssere segnalate a ąuesto 
proposito: nel primo paragrafu del IV capitolo puo p. es. essere aggiunio il riferintento 
all importante saggio di R. Piccltio. L’‘imreccio tlelle parole’ e gli slili letierari presso 
gli slavi orlodossi nel tardo Media Ero, in Snuli slavisiici in ricordo di Carla Verdiani, 
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I pręgi del volume di Bulanin non si esauriscono pcro qui, poichć ció che 
forsę pih awince nello studioso e la capacita di ordinare la sua brulicante ma¬ 
teria in un chiaro disegno storico in cui ogni fatto, anche se apparentemente 
minore, o addirittura minimo, riceve una spiegazione insieme chiara e persua- 
siva. Una risposta esauriente trova soprattutto la questione principale posta 
all’inizio del lavoro: il Medioevo slavo ecclesiastico ebbe un rapporto piuttosto 
episodico e superficiale eon la tradizione classica non perche sprofondato nelle 
tenebre delTignoranza o per via di una congenita impossibilita ad accostarsi a 
tale eredita, quanto a causa delle propric basi dottrinali, e in primo luogo con- 
fessionali, che gli impedivano un approccio puramente storico o estetico al 
mondo classico. 

In altre parole, Bulanin e riuscito eon questo suo studio dawero esemplarc 
a fomire, dei rapporti fra la civilta letteraria russa antica (e slava ecclesiastica) e 
la tradizione classica, una lettura estremamente convincente, dalia quale nes- 
suno studio incentrato su questi temi potrą in futuro prescindere. Altre ricerche 
verranno senza dubbio ad airicchire e approfondire le nostre conoscenzc sulla 
tradizione antica nella letteratura russa medievale, ma difficilmente troveranno, 
per usare le parole di A.S. Puśkin, evocato in apertura e a conclusione del libra, 
“una fomiula o un pensiero diversi” da quelli proposti dalio studioso russo. 

Universita degli Studi di Udine Giorgio Ziffer 

V.le Ungheria, 18 
1-22100 Udine 


a cura di A.M. Raffo, Pisa 1979, 245-262. Ma si traita, b bene sottolinearlo. non di una 
lacuna che corra il rischio di imaccare il ragionamemo delfautore, quanto di un lavoro 
che offre un’ulieriore conferma della giustezza del metodo e dei risultati cui perviene 
Pautore. Pochi anche gli errori di stampa o le semplici sviste in cui mi sono imbatiulo: a 
P- 37,1. 7 ab imo: Vizintinoceutrislskoj (per Vizanunocenlrisiskoj)\ a p. 101, 1. 1: kotoryj 
(per kotoraja, cratiandosi di una donna. Mercedes Piscopo); a p. 267, 1. 13 ab imo: 
nazyvaet (per nazyvaem)\ a p. 378, 1.4 o (per i). 
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Una storia della filosofia russa 1 


L’autore di questo volume, ii padre Gino Piovesana, S.J., ha ricoperto inca- 
richi di responsabilita che gli hanno consenlito di sviluppare una grandę e diu- 
tuma sensibilita per le cose russe. Cosi, oltre ad essere stato rettore della 
comunita e cancelliere della Sophia Univcrsity di Tokyo, dove ha fondato un 
Istituto di studi russi, egli ha soggiornato alcuni anni alla Fordham University, 
direttore del Centro di studi russi presso quella universita. 11 Papa lo nomina 
rettore del Pontificio Collegio Russo nel 1979, e, dopo sei anni, lo fa rettore del 
Pontificio Istituto Orientale, dal 1986 al 1990. II suo acume critico e le sue 
capacita sintetiche G. Piovesana li aveva gia messi alla prova in un libro, 
divenuto classico, Recent Japane.se Philosophical Thought (1862-1962 ), 2 
tradotto in varie lingue, incluso 1'italiano. 3 D’altronde egli ha incominciato a 
interessarsi al pensiero russo fino da giovane gesuita quando studiava il russo e 
frequentava il Russicum dal 1946. Piovesana e la persona indicata per 
intraprendere un progetto cosi iinpegnativo come la storia millcnnaria del 
pensiero filosofico russo, mai prima d’ora affrontata direttamente in italiano. 
L’opera b risultato di molti anni di insegnaniento a Tokyo, New York e Roma. 

SUDDIVISIONE DELL’OPERA 

L’A. anicola il suo lavoro in dodici capitoli, eon una prefazione alPinizio 
(PP- 5-7), una nota sui segni diacritici in ordine alla pronunzia (p. 8) e un rias- 
sunto alla fine (pp. 401-407). Come rileva la prefazione, 1'attualita di tale opera 
appare dal dibattito, tuttora in corso, sul destino della Russia, un dibattito che 
ha diviso le opinioni attraverso i secoli (p. 7). II primo capitolo, “Un lungo 
prologo: secoli x-xvii,” (pp. 9-41), ccrca di cogliere i frammenii, talvolta aurei, 
del pensiero russo ai suoi inizi, fino alla soglia delPilluminismo, trattato nel se- 
condo capitolo, “Illuminismo russo: Radisćev e Skovoroda“ 4 (pp. 42-76). Una 
filosofia piu autonoma si sviluppa, paradossalmente, attraverso 1’influsso di fi- 
losofie occidentali, come quelle di Schclling e di Hegel. L'A. ne discute rispet- 


' G. Piovesana. Storia del pensiero filosofico russo (988-1988). Ed. Paoline. 
Milano 1992. pp. 415. 

2 Enderle, Tokyo 1968 3 . 

3 

Filosofia giapponese contemporanea. Patron. Bologna 1968. 

4 Cfr G. Piovcsana, “G. S. Skovoroda (1722-1794), primo filosofo ucraino-russo,” 
°CP55 (1989) 169-196. 


OCP 59 (1993) 243-248 



244 


Edward G. Farrugia, S.J. 


fivamente nei capitoli tre e quattro, “Inizi deH’Ottocento: Schelling in Russia; 
Ćaadaev” (pp. 77-105) e “Hegel negli anni ’40: Slavofili e occidentalisti” (pp. 
106-134). 

Seguono quati.ro capitoli su diversi movimenti intellettuali, cioe su 
“Radicalismo materialista e nichilismo negli anni ’40” (pp. 135-159), “Anar- 
chismo, positivismo e populismo degli anni ’70” (pp. 160-186), “Intel- 
lighentsia. Turgenev, Dostoevskij e Tołstoj” (pp. 187-212), “Panslavismo: 
Danilevskij e Strachov, Leont’ev e Rozanov” (pp. 213-240). Con Solov’ev, il 
pensiero filosofico russo raggiunge il suo vertice, in contrapposizione al pensie- 
ro scolastico delle accademie ecclesiastiche, di cui A.M. Bucharev e insieme 
eccezione e conferma della regola. 5 II pensiero di Solov’ev contrasta pure con 
quello di N. Fedorov, la cui “filosofia delPopera coniune” 6 ha del resto grandę 
successo (pp. 241-278). II liberalismo e 1’idealismo nel diritto vengono analiz- 
zati a proposito di B. Ćićerin e di di P. Novgorodstev (pp. 279-303). Neli’11° 
capitolo l’A. spiega alcune tendenze filosofiche sviluppatesi fino al 1917 (pp. 
304-343), nientre il 12° si occupa dei movimenti filosofici fino a M. Gorbaćev e 
del risveglio della filosofia in Russia dopo lunghi anni di esilio (pp. 344-394). 
Le ultimę pagine (pp. 401-407), a mo’ di conclusione, aiutano a caratterizzare 
sinteticamente il pensiero filosofico russo. 

Alcune scelte preliminari 

Gia il titolo pone 1’A. davanti ad una scelta. Data la brevita della storia della 
filosofia vera e propria, che non va oltre gli ultinii due secoli, non volendo met- 
tere tra parentesi tanti elementi emblematici per la ricostruzione di una filosofia 
genuinamente russa, l’A. e cauto nelfiusare la parola “filosofia”, che potrebbe 
prestarsi alPambiguita. D’altro canto, anche la filosofia sirettamente detta viene 
considerata nel suo contesto piii ampio (p. 6), per poterne restaurare lo sfondo 
sociale-politico, indispensabile per afferrare la portata di un’idea. Perció 1’opera 
contiene molti elementi che non appartengono strettaniente alla filosofia (in 
senso occidentale). Questa scelta si rivela saggia, perche consente di ricono- 
scere un filo conduttore, a tratti tortuoso nella sua carica speculativa, come nel 
caso della sofiologia di Vladimir Solov’ev (1853-1900), o del pensiero di Pavel 
Florenskij (1892-1937) e di Sergej Bulgakov (1871-1944). Ma a volte questa 
preoccupazione corre il pericolo di perdersi in quei panorami immensi, che 

5 Ma non la sola eccezione. Come fa notare F. Copleston ( Philosophy in Russia: 
From Herzen to Lenin and Berdyaev, Search Press/Notre Damę, 1986, p. 401), le 
Accademie teologiche avevano anche degli sludiosi iusigni, come V. L. Nesmelov 
(1863-1920), M.N. Tareev (1866-1934) e V. Bolotov (1859-1900). 

^ G. Florovskij, Vie della teologia russa. Marietli. Genova 1987, pp. 256, 261-262, 
parła di “causa coniune.” 
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formano ii milieu naturale di pensatori cosi diversi come Dostoevskij e Fedo- 
rov. Questa storia della filosofia £ veramente — storia! Infaiti il suo discorso 
rintraccia cause, prossime e remote, seguendole fino al loro sfociare in altri 
movimenti. La continuita e garantita da costanti, come il dibattito sulPapparte- 
nenza alPOriente o alPOccidente (p. 6), ma anche attraverso le caratterizzazioni 
del pensiero russo, proposte alla fine del libro. 

Come ho detto, urfopera simile non era mai stata scritta originariamente in 
italiano. Se la paragono eon 1’opera di un altro professore del PIO, p. Bernhard 
Schultze, Pensatori russi di fronte a CristoJ sc ne vedono le divergenze di 
metodo. Ambedue offrono ricchi cenni biografici, ma mentre Schultze da molti 
testi eon ritratti o medaglioni di pensatori, piuttosto isolati Puno dali'altro, la 
storia di Piovesana, meno ricca di testi, e tuttavia piu scorrevole e piu conti¬ 
nua. 7 8 Piovesana tesse la trama storica via via, attorno a temi speculativi, perso¬ 
nalia o gruppi di pensatori russi. Cosi, per esempio, si rifa al romanzo di lvan 
Turgenev (1818-83), Padri e Figli, almeno sei volte. 9 

Forsę il porre Paccento sulla narrativa, 10 contrasta eon le problematiche 
meno gratificanti di un’esposizione filosofica. Ma in Russia, una netta distin- 
zione tra filosofia e teologia non e di casa, almeno in via di principio. Promuo- 
vere una tale distinzione, sia pure per motivi metodologici, rischia di cadere 
nelPastratto e di falsificare il pensiero russo, che consiste nelPessere concreti e 
personalizzati. Certo, lo scrittore deve distinguere tra principio teoretico e rea- 
lizzazione fattuale; deve diversificare, a seconda degli autori e delle fasi del 
pensiero. Intanto, il principio enunciato resta almeno criterio di interpretazione. 
Ma Piovesana scrive per lettori occidentali, abituati a concetti chiari e distinti, 
mancando i quali il lettore dubiterebbe che si tratti di filosofia. 

Giudizio attraverso costanti 

La prima costante e quella del dialogo Est-Ovest. Ha segnato di continuo il 
destino della Russia fino ad’oggi, anche nelle brusche svolle in favore delPuna 
o delPaltra parte. Non per niente il piu grandę filosofo russo d da ritenersi Vla- 
dimir Solov’ev, eon la sua visione pan-unitaria, che include la riconciliazione 
tra Est e Ovest. A causa di questa lotta e tensione, mai risolta del tutto ma che, 
come le oscillazioni del pendolo, condiziona tutta una societa, nelPuna o 
nelPaltra direzione, la storia del pensiero filosofico russo si puó considerare da 
questo punto di vista. 11 confronto Est-Ovest si puh seguire attraverso tutto il 


7 I-III, Firenze 1947. 

8 Piovesana ha d’altronde preparato uiTamologia di testi (non ancora pubblicata). 

9 Pp. 141, 154, 158, 187, 191 e 192. 

10 Vedi anche pp. 77-78. 
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percorso della storia di Piovesana, nei singoli suoi momenti; da ąuello che ini- 
zia col battesimo del principe san Vladimiro nel 988, eon la sua opzione per Bi- 
sanzio; al rilevamento dello stendardo bizantino da parte di Ivan III (1462- 
1505), suggellato nel matrimonio eon Zoe, figlia dell’ultimo imperatore bizan¬ 
tino, fino alla concezione di Mosca, quale Terza Roma; alla nuova orientazione 
verso Bisanzio insita nelle nforme del patriarca Nikon, eon il risultato dello sci- 
sma dei Vecchio-Credenti, paladini delPautonomia russa; alla occidentaliz- 
zazione intrapresa da Piętro il Grandę e Caterina II (1762-1796); al conflitto tra 
slavofili e occidentalisti, che piu tardi sfocera nel panslavismo c nel comuni- 
smo, suggellati contro 1’Occidcnte, come pure nelFeurasiatismo, di cui sara 
menibro G. Florovskij. E' significativo che Berdjaev, divenuto aceiTimo nernico 
del comunismo, dira che almeno un suo apporto positivo consiste nell’aver im- 
pedito 1’europeizzazione della Russia. 11 

Piu che altro, questo dato di fatto spiega, secondo l’A., 1’isolamento e il se- 
colare ritardo russo (p. 401). Questa presa di posizionc spiega anche la discus- 
sione di G. Florovskij, che, eon la sua accentuazione della ricchezza culturale 
bizantina, puó interpretare quesio secolarc ritardo nel progresso, solo eonie crisi 
del bizantinisnio russo (p. 10; efr p. 39). Alla critica di Florovskij che 1’influsso 
occidentale abbia cagionato una “pseudo-morfosi” o deformazione dcl pensiero 
ortodosso, facendolo deviare dalia genuina tradizione patristica (p. 25), l’A. ri- 
batte niostrando 1'influsso benefico delle scuole sul modello delPAccademia 
Moghiliana di Kiev, citando a sostegno della sua tesi il gili rettore di Saint- 
Serge, A. Knjazeff: la scolastica di Kiev creó un pensiero chiaro e disciplinato, 
perchó, invece di mettersi sulla difensiva contro lc idee provenienti 
dalPOccidente, seppe sfruttarle a proprio vantaggio (pp. 40-41). 12 

Da una lettura del lavoro si puó desumere che la storia del pensiero russo si 
rivela anche nei generi letterari. Infatti, Fedor Dostoevskij (1821-81) e Lev Toł¬ 
stoj (1829-1910) sono grandi letterati; i simbolisti Andrej Belyj (1880-1934), 
Aleksander Blok (1880-1921) e Vjaćeslav Ivanov (1866-1949) sono poeti, 
eonie Radisćev e Skovoroda. Sorprende dunque che Piovesana non abbia fatto 
piu ampio ricorso ad un’analisi dci generi letterari, quando si tratta di 
Dostoevskij e di Florenskij. Certo, egli fa riferiniento frequente alla letteratura e 
specialmente alla teologia; manca comunque un rinvio adequato ad un mezzo di 
comunieazione cosi potente come le icone, riscoperte non solo quale parte 
integrante di un patrimonio ricuperato, ma anche come oggetto di riflessione 
generale; basta pensare, in proposito, a Evgenij Trubetskoj (1863-1920) e a 

11 F. Rouleau, lvan Kir£ievski el la naissance da slavophilisme. Brepols, Tumhout 
& Paris 1990, p. vi. 

Per altri giudizi (ialvoha scveri) di Florovskij efr Piovesana. ibid, pp. 65, 276. 
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Pavel Florenskij. Cosi pure, l’A., seguendo A. Walicki 13 e assai critico nei 
confronti di una «fantomatica» anima russa, perche ascrive il mancato evolversi 
di una coscienza giuridica allo stato poliziesco instaurato da Piętro il Grandę 
(1672-1725). 14 Anche il periodico riaccendersi delTidea della “terza Roma” b 
legato a fattori empirici-euforici, come alla vittoria su Napoleone e sul nazismo 
(pp. 301-303,403-404). 15 

Piovesana individua invece idee russe destinate ad arricchire gli stessi occi- 
dentalisti: la conoscenza integrale di Ivan Kireevskij (1806-1856?); la 
Sobomost’ di Aleksej Chomjakov (1804-1860) e la Sofia di V. Solov’ev (p. 
404; cfr p. 407). La lotta tra Occidente e Oriente si sposta su binari secondari: 
nella lotta tra intuizionisti e sislematici (p. 405) e neH’antinomismo palamitico 
di John Meyendorff (1926-1992) (pp. 405-406). 

In sostanza, Piovesana ci da un libro, denso e chi aro, eon scelte mctodo- 
logiche che spiegano questa chiarezza, eon equilibrio di giudizio, benche non 
sempre privo di unilateralita. Dal punto di vista formale ei sono delle mancanze. 
Oltre alTasscnza di indici dei nomi, 16 restano errori tipografici talvolta singolari 
(pp. 78, 103, 278). Nella bibliografia nianca il riferimento al secondo libro che 
Frederick Copleston ha scritto sul la filosofia russa, questa volta dal punto di 
vista religioso. 17 

Direi che il merito maggiore di questo libro — la ricerca di individuare, al di 
la di un linguaggio simbolico, 1’esatta portata dei concetti — si accompagna a 
un limite di principio, cioe al mancato superamento di certa infatuazione occi- 
dentalc per la chiarezza, a scapito di adeguato spazio al linguaggio metaforico, 
pregno anch’esso di significato concettuale. La carcnza di una teologia delle 
iconi fa trascurare la domanda se cio che cercano i sofiologi col loro linguaggio 
simbolico-iconico non si debba mettere a confronto, alFinterno della tradizione 


13 A. Walicki, l^gal Plulosophies of Russiim Liberalisto. Clarendon Press, Oxford 

1987. 

14 G. Piovesana, ibid, pp. 301-303. 

E. Ch. Suttner moslra eonie nel contesto della restaurazione del patriarcato nel 
1943 Stalin cercó di farę di Mosca una specie di “Vaticano ortodosso,” idem, Die kaiho- 
lische Kirche in der Sowjetunion , Verlag “Der christliche Osten” Wiirzburg 1992, p. 45. 

1(1 L’A. ci informa che 1’indice lo aveva fatto, ma la casa editrice ha deuo di 
riservarlo per una seconda edizione. 

17 F. Copleston, Russian Religious Pliilosophy: Seleaed Aspeas. Search Press, 
Notre Damę 1988. 
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occidentale derivante dalia comune tradizione della Grandę Chiesa, eon il 
“simbolo reale". 18 

Con tutto cio l’opera fa onore all’A. Contribuisce anche alla teologia orien- 
tale. Benche sia di indole filosofica, pub completare — e cosi rendere piu inte- 
grale — il punto di vista del teologo che vuol seguire lo sviluppo teologico in 
un paese cosi immenso ed attraverso un arco di tempo cosi travagliato come 
1’esistenza millenaria della Chiesa russa. Questo punto di vantaggio ha il risvol- 
to negativo di non rendere in tutto giustizia a Dostoevskij 19 e a Florenskij. 20 Ma 
il risultato globale del libro e lodevole, tanto da raccomandame la lettura a 
chiunąue volesse familiarizzarsi col pensiero russo, anzi da auspicame una 
seconda edizione con 1’aggiunta degli indici. 


Edward G. Farrugia, S.J. 


18 Cosi, i sofiologi parlano di sofia creata e di sofia increaia, ma per la tradizione 
occidentale derivanle dalia tradizione patristica orientale e occidentale il Logos e il 
simbolo reale del Padre e Punianiia del Logos e il simbolo reale del Logos. 

19 Per iirdinterprelazione che mette al centro del pensiero di Dosioevskij un’ 
antropologia cristologica” vedi P. Evdokimov, Le Chrisi dans la pensee russe. Ed. du 

Cerf, Paris 1970, p. 95; R. Guardini, Religióse Gesialten in Dostojewskijs Werk. Hegner- 
Bucherei bei Josef Kósel, Miinchen/Leipzig 1947 e Z. Maurina Raudive, Dostoevskij: 
Creaiore di uomini e cercaiore di Dio. Ed. Paoline, Milano 1992. 

20 Cfr Pavel Al, Florenskij, Sol' zemli. lo esi\ Skazanie o żizni Starca 
Gethsimanskago Skita leromonacha Awy Isidora, St. Herman of Alaska Monastery, 
Platina, Calif. 1984. P. Florenskij, II sale della terra: vita dełlo siarec Isidoro. 
Introduzione di Nina Kauchischischwili, Ed. Qiqajon, Comuntó di Bose, 1992. 
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Aethiopica 

H. J. Polotsky (1905-1991), Ausgewahlte Briefe. Introduced, edited, and 
annotated by Edward Ullendorff. With contributions by A. K. Irvine and 
Yoran Bronowski (= Athiopistische Forschungcn, Bd. 34), Stuttgart, 
Steiner Verlag 1992, pp. 145. 

II compianto Hans Jacob Polotsky, nato a Zurigo da genitori russi il 
13.09.1905, morto a Gerusalemme il 10.08.1991, fu professore di egittologia e 
di lingue semitiche nell’Universita di Gerusalemme, dove ebbe, tra i suoi primi 
studenti, E. Ullendorff, “his pupil”. 11 libro, dopo la presentazione di E. 
Hammerschmidt (pp. 7-8), dati biografici e cronologici di H. J. P. (pp. 9-11), 
una sua fotografia (p. 12) e 1’introduzione di E. U. (pp. 13-17), riporta 137 
lettere di H. J. P. al suo alunno prediletto E. U., scelte fra la corrispondenza di 
53 anni, fino al 1990 (pp. 19-130). La pubblicazione e curata e annotata dalio 
stesso E. U., il ąuale aveva manifestato questo suo progetto a H. J. P. che, neJ 
1985, rivide le sue lettere e diede il consenso. 

Le missive, scritte in tedesco, salvo rare eccezioni, danno la possibilita 
anche a chi non ha conosciuto personalmente il Polotsky, di constatare la vastita 
delle conoscenze e la scrupolosa serieta scientifica di lui, quale etiopista, 
egittologo, semitista e linguista tra i piu illustri di ąuesto secolo. Nella 
molteplicitil dei suoi interessi, da questi scritti, spicca nettamente la sua 
passione per 1’etiopistica, specialmente quando egli si dedica “aJPanalisi delle 
lingue semitiche etiopiche, soprattutto delPamarico e del tigrino . . (p. 11). 

“Egli inoltre diede un costante contributo alla fonologia e alla morfologia del 
gruppo guraghe" (ib.). 

Nello scorrere 1’epistolario, si passa in rassegna una folta schiera di studiosi 
delPEtiopia, alcuni dei quali sommi, viventi e sconiparsi. Vi leggiamo i norni e 
i titoli delle opere di A. Z. Aescoly, Ghcbre Jesus Afeworq, Alaqa Tayya, D. 
Appleyard, C. Bezold, Blatta Heruy, C. Brockelmann, E. Cerulli, C. Conti 
Rossini, F. da Bassano, M. de Coppet, A. Dillmann. L. Fusella, F. Gallina, E. 
Gankin, Ghebre-Medhin Dinnei, G. Goldcnberg, I. Guidi, E. Hammerschmidt, 
G. W. B. Huntingford, O. Kapeliuk, I. Kraćkovskij, W. Leslau, J. Ludolf, E. 
Mittwoch, M.M. Moreno, Murad Kamil, Th. Nbldeke, F. R. Palmer, F. 
Praetorius, L. Ricci, R. Schneider, S. Strelcyn e, naturalmente, E. Ullendorff. 

Vi si trovano ancora notizie riguardanti i Congressi Internazionali di Studi 
Etiopici di Roma (1959, p. 37) e di Manchester (1963, p. 49); la scomparsa di 
amici: “Der gute Pater Pohl [Alfred, gesuita, professore al Biblico] ist also doch 
gestorben” (p. 46) ecc. 

II libro continua eon la riproduzione delJa copcnina del volume “Lingua 

Sapientissima” (A seminar in honour of H. J. P.Cambridge, 1987, p. 131), 

prosegue eon Farticolo In memoriam di H. J. P., in ebraico, scritto da Y. 
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Bronowski, accompagnato dalia traduzione inglese di E. U. (pp. 133-138) e si 
conclude eon la recensione stesa dal “caro maestro” per A tigrinya (td gmina) 
Chrestomathy (= Ath. Forsch. 19), opera dcllo stesso Ullendorff. 

E a proposito di testi in tigrino, ad utilita degli studiosi, cerco anch’io di 
contribuire alla memoria del Polotsky, riferendo qui delle caratteristiche e del 
contenuto del ms. “Comboniani D 5” della Vaticana, fondo non ancora 
catalogato di cui mi sto occupando, scritto nella stessa lingua tigrina: 

Pergamenaceo, pp. 96, col. 1, cm. 13x10,5, copertina in legno, inchiostro 
rosso e nero: 1 (pp. 5-32) mistero della Trinita; 2 (pp. 32-35) mistero delflncar- 
nazione; 3 (pp. 36-37) battesimo; 4 (pp. 37-43) eucaristia; 5 (pp. 43-46) risurre- 
zione dci niorti; 6 (pp. 46-55) bellezza della creazione ( sena fetrat)\ 7 (pp. 
55-59) esortazioni ( me'dan)\ 8 (pp. 59-82) penitenza ( nuzaze)\ 9 (pp. 82-91) 
calendario delle feste annuali (q"eseri ba‘alat)\ (p. 92) colofone: “Qucsto libro 
fu terminato nella pace del Signore nel 1929, anno di misericordia, il 5 di 
pagume (=10.09.1937 A.D.)”. 

Per la prestigiosa collana di AihForsch , ben meritatamente ci si puó 
associare a ąuanto ebbe a scrivere lo stesso H. J. P., “A series which bids fair to 
become the honie of Aethiopica” (p. 19). 


O. Raincri 


A mieniącą 

Uwe Blasing, Armenisches Letmgia im Tiirkeitiirkischen am Beispiel von 
Hemsin (Dutch Studies in Armenian Language and Literaturę 2), 
Editions Rodopi B.V., Anisterdam-Atlanta (GA) 1992, pp. 144. 

Tra i numerosi prestiti stranieri del turco (o, piii prccisamente, del «turco di 
Turchia»), i lemmi derivati dalParmcno sono rari. In effetti, sia il turco che 
Farmeńo letierario sembrano esser stati poco ‘permeabili’ tra loro, per varie 
ragioni sia storiche che ideologiche. Lo stesso, pero, non puó dirsi per la lingua 
parlata e per i dialetti; infatti, nei contesti territoriali dove turchi e armeni 
convissero (ossia nelle grandi citta e in molte aree dell’Anatolia orientale), si 
riscontrano testimonianze di uiFinterazione linguistica costante fra le duc etnie, 
soprattutto per ció che riguarda gli aspetti lessicali. 

In ąuesta riccrca, l'A. individua e analizza 173 lenuni di originc armena nei 
dialetti di alcuni villaggi del circondario di Hemsin (prefettura di Rize), citta 
turca del Ponto orientale. Nel turco parlato in questa zona si puó osscrvare un 
piii consistente influsso delLarmeno rispetto al greco pontico o al lazico. Ció e 
naturale, dato che fino al medioevo la regione fu essenzialmente controllata da 
armeni, mentre la turchizzazione awenne solo intorno al XVI secolo. 

Grazie ai lavori di Aćaryan e Dumćzil avevamo gia una buona conoscenza 
del dialctto armeno di Hemsin e dei suoi rapporti eon il turco. Con ąuesto libro, 
l’A. ci offrc ora anche un utile strumento per indagare sulla presenza armena nei 
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dialetti turchi della rcgione, chc intcgra lc informazioni dei dizionari e repertori 
coirenti. L’importanza della ricerca non si limita agli aspctti strettamente 
linguistici, ma comprende anche quelli etnografiei e antropologia; di partico- 
lare interesse si rivelano infatti i lemmi legati alla cultura materiale. 

A una breve introduzione (pp. 11-21) segue lo studio dei lemmi (pp. 22-95; 
alle pp. 90 ss. si esaminano alcuni toponimi); chiudono il libro 1'indicc lessicale 
(pp. 97-111), la bibliografia (pp. 113-25), e la parte illustrativa eon le carte, e 
alcune immagini di carattere etnografico (pp. 129-42). 


G. Traina 


S. Peter Cowe, The Armenian Version of Daniel, Scholars Press, Atlanta, 
Georgia 1992 (University of Pennsylvania. Armenian Texts and Stud- 
ies 9), pp. xviii + 490. 

Gia oggetto di una dissertazione dottorale scritta sotto la direzione di 
Michael Stone, 1’edizione critica di Cowe segna un passo avanti per 
1’armenistica e gli studi bibliei. AlTintroduzionc (pp. 1-24) seguono tre capitoli 
strettamente filologici: il cap. I sulla tradizione manoscritta (pp. 25-57), il cap. 
II sulla storia della trasmissione (pp. 59-81) e il cap. III (pp. 83-142) che spiega 
i criteri adottati nella costituzione del testo critico; quest’ultimo occupa le pp. 
143-227. AlFedizione vera e propria seguono due capitoli di analisi della 
stratifieazione testuale (cap. IV, pp. 229-310; cap. V, pp. 311-56); due 
contributi piu brevi sono il cap. VI (pp. 357-87), sulla tecnica di traduzione, e il 
cap. VII (389-418). Chiudono l’opera una conclusione generale (pp. 419-53), la 
bibliografia (pp. 455-63) e gli indici (pp. 465-90). 

La tesi di fondo del lavoro consiste ncirindividuazionc di due «strati» di 
traduzione; il primo risulta affine alla vcrsione georgiana della Bibbia e alla 
PeSJtta, il secondo sembra dipendere da una versione greca. La tradizione 
relativa ai prinii traduttori armeni allude effettivamente a un simile 
procedimento nel lavoro di traduzione delle Scritture sotto la direzione di Sahak 
e Mesrop. L’A. ha cercato di inquadrare storicamente questi dati, propendendo 
per una conferma generale dello stretto rapporto iniziale fra cultura religiosa 
armena e siriaca. Le sue considerazioni — sostenute da un rigoroso metodo 
analitico — meritano senz’altro la massima attenzione, non solo presso gli 
specialisti, ma anche presso tutti gli studiosi deH’Oriente cristiano; infatti, 
nonostante il taglio specialistico, il lavoro rimanda anche a piu generali 
probierni culturali e ideologici, mostrando corne non sia impossibile — anche 
nel caso degli studi armeni, coltivati da un numero ristretto di studiosi — 
risalire al generale dal particolare. 


G. Traina 
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Raymond H[arut‘iwn] Kćvorkian, Paul B[ołos] Paboudjian, Les Armeniens 
dans VEmpire Ottoman a la veiUe du genocide, Les Editions d’art et 
d’histoire athis, Paris 1992, pp. 605. 

Accompagnato da un ricco apparato fotografico (925 illustrazioni), 
costituito essenzialmente da ritratti e cartoline illustrate conservate in collezioni 
private, il volume offrc agli storici e alle persone di cultura una raccolta 
documentaria di grandę interesse. II titolo b leggcrmente sviante, dato che ii 
libro si limita al territorio delPattuale repubblica turca (eon la sola eccezione 
del vilayet di Aleppo), e non a tutte le province controllate dalia Sublime Porta, 
dove pure si trovavano importanti colonie armene. D’altra parte, ąuesta 
limitazione e giustificata: i curatori si rivolgono essenzialmente alla diaspora 
armena di lingua francese, in gran parte di origine anatolica; K. e P. hanno 
«songć a offrir aux gśnśrations nees en exil, dont la recherche des racines est 
une exigence personnelle, un instrument susceptible de rćpondre au moins 
partiellement a leurs attentes» (p. 4). 

A una prima parte introduttiva a carattere storico-politico (pp. 7-83) segue la 
descrizione delle comunita armene nei singoli vilayet (pp. 85-564). La docu- 
mentazione fotografica (a cui si affiancano utili e chiare cartine), e corredata da 
alcuni cenni storico-geograftci, integrati da una buona bibliografia e da molti 
documenti a stampa o d’archivio; notevole lo sforzo di riportare, quando 
possibile, anche i dati demografici. Concludono 1’opera 1’indice dci nomi e 
1’indice analitico (pp. 569-603). Un leggero locco di originalita e conferito al 
libro daWyiśatakaran di chiusura, (p. 605) redatto in armeno classico. 

Pur senza pretese di novita e completez.za, il libro ha un livello decisamente 
superiore rispetto ai numerosi album documentari dello stesso genere apparsi 
negli ultimi anni. Non bisogna, peraltro, ricercarvi un alto grado di riflessione 
storica: quest’ultima b stata lasciata espressantente agli specialisti. D’altronde, 
gli studi storici sulPargomento non coprono ancora a sufftcienza tutte le arce 
geografiche interessate ,[>er consentire una sintesi. Pertanto, i curatori hanno 
preferito presentare il materiale ‘positivamente’, secondo un modello che — 
mutatis mutandis — richiama la tradizione delle monografie fine-ottocentesche 
del Mechitarista P. Łevond Aliśanean. 

L’immagine in sovracopertina, che raffigura un fiero montanaro, 
simboleggia in qualche modo il messaggio ideologico — e forsę politico — 
lanciato piu o meno coscientemente dagli autori, che mira a evidenziare le 
sopravvivenze etniche nei territori dell’‘Armenia storica’; e indubbiamente 
questo libro, eon il suo esauriente repertorio geografico, aiutera a preservare la 
memoria di un popolo costituito non solo da commercianti, borghesi e 
intellettuali, ma altresi da «montagnards accroches a leur teiToir». 


G. Traina 
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J. J. S. Weitenberg, Parallel Aligned Text and Bilingual Concordance of the 
Armenian and Greek Version of the Book of Jonah (Dutch Studies in 
Armenian Language and Literaturę I), Editions Rodopi B.V., 
Amsterdam-Atlanta (GA) 1992, pp. iv + 174. 

Per inaugurare la collana armenologica da lui diretta insiemc a Thco van 
Lint, Jos Weitenberg ha prodotto un’esercitazione di linguistica infomiatica, 
analizzando il breve libro di Giona e fornendone la concordanza bilingue 
completa. II testo dei Settanta e confrontato eon la versione in grabar della 
Bibbia, edita a Venezia nel 1805 da Yovhannes Zohrapean. II lavoro, svolto nel 
ąuadro dei progetto Armenian Database curato dalie universita di Leiden e 
Gerusalenime, e suddiviso in sei capitoli: 1. Introduzione (pp. 1-6), compren- 
dente un piano generale delPopera, una breve bibliografia eon i riferimenti ai 
testi, il prospetto della traslitterazione adottata (Hiibschmann-Mcillet- 
Benveniste), e le abbreviazioni. 2. Testi affrontati greco e arnieno (pp. 9-15). 3. 
Testi affrontati greco e armeno, incolonnati e allincati secondo «unita minime» 
(pp. 19-53). 4. Lemmario armeno-greco in ordine alfabetico (pp. 45-53). 5. 
Lemmario greco-armeno in ordine alfabetico (pp. 57-64). 6. Concordanza 
armeno-greca (pp. 67-173). 

In questo primo saggio, da cui traspare solo una minima parte delfassidua 
attivita delPA., nondimeno appaiono evidenti il rigorc dcl metodo e lo sforzo di 
assicurare alla comunita scientifica solidi strumenti di ricerca. Concordanze del 
genere richiedono un’analisi particolarmente delicata, in quanto non sempre la 
lingua armena puó essere dcl tutto sovrapposta alforiginale. La conseguenza 
piu problematica di questo confronto e la mancanza di un effettivo equivalente 
greco per ceni lemmi armeni, nel contesto specifico del libro di Giona. 
Generalmenle ció e dovuto a ragioni sintattiche, che andranno indagate dai 
linguisti; a volte, pero, la discrepanza e dovuta a ragioni culturali, e ció richiede 
un diverso approccio analitico. 

Notevole, ad esempio, e il modo di designare il mostro marino; nel libro di 
Giona armeno, il greco t.f|Toę e generalmente tradoito eon il calco (destinato a 
scarsa fortuna) ket', a 2.11, peró, e usata 1’espressione visap jkan, «viśap-pcsce» 
o piu liberamente «dragone di mare», dove e owio il riferimento alle celebri 
creature mitologiche dell’Armenia preeristiana, chc spesso venivano effigiate in 
forma di dragone. Nella concordanza, il lemma visap figura tra quelli senza 
equivalente greco: esso e in qualche modo un’aggiunta del traduttore. 
Un’analisi del testo analoga a quella ora prodotta da Cowe per il libro di 
Daniele [si veda la recensione in questa fascicolo] permettent forsę di verificare 
se ció si debba a una stratifieazione testualc, oppure al coesistere di una tenden- 
za ‘armeno-classica’ accanto a una tendenza ‘proto-ellenofila’, di cui va certo 
tenuto conto per rivcderc in chiave meno schematica la difftcile questionc delle 
tecniche dei primi traduttori armeni. 

La scelta di una simile espressione era peró dovula anche alla 
consapevolezza che il Kp-ro? dei Settanta non si limitava a tradune, eonie nel 
caso in questione, 1’ebraico dg («pesce»); infatti, vari passi biblici mostrano 
come il termine sia uno dei modi (accanto al piu usato Spaicujy) di rendcrc il hen 
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pili significativo tnyn (sir. tnyn’), che ciesigna ogni tipo di scrpenii e dragoni, sia 
terrestri che marini, e che e senz’altro piu vicino alla sfera semantica deU’arm. 
visap. II t‘argmanić‘ doveva aver presente, se non 1’originale ebraico, almeno 
una versione siriaca della Bibbia [e, del resto, ii ricorso al genitivo per creare il 
nesso fra i due sostantivi e un evidente siriacismo]. 

La suggestione esercitata daU’immagine del viSap doveva essere forte, e ció 
giustifica la resa di ktitos' in vi!Sap jkan. Del resto il libro di Giona esercitó, 
grazie alle sue forti immagini (quali ąuella del mostro marino), un forte stimolo 
sulfesegesi patristica. Anche se, come si e visto, il testo non ha riferimenti 
diretti al tnyn’, nondimeno fu ąuesta immagine a prevalere nelle successive 
versioni bibliche (a cominciare gia dal Kf|Toę dci Settanta). L’inimaginario 
tardoantico fini per identificare il «pcsce» del testo eon i mostri marini descritti 
in altri libri della Bibbia; ne e riprova 1’crronea denominazione di «balena» data 
volgarmente al mostro. Basti questo esempio per mostrare come, da simili 
lavori di concordanze, possano affiorarc numerose e notevoli suggestioni non 
solo per i linguisti e i biblisti, ma anche per gli storici della cultura e delle 
religioni. Resta il problema della base testuale del testo armeno, dove il 
supporto utilizz.ato (la c.d. Bibbia di Zohrab) forsę andrebbe ulteriormenie 
verificato eon 1’edizione meno ‘corrente’, ma non per questo meno importante, 
di Bagratuni. 


G. Traina 


Canonica 

Bibliographie zur Rezeption des hizantinischen Rcchts im alten Rufiland sowie 
żur Geschichte des annenischen und georgischen Rechts. Unter 
Mitwirkung von Azat Bozojan, Igor’ Ćićurov, Sulchan Goginava, Kirill 
Maksimović und Jaroslav Sćapov, zusamniengestellt von Ludwig 
Burgmann und Hubert Kaufhold (Forschungen zur byzantinischen 
Rechtsgeschichte. Band 18), Ldvenklaw-Gesellschaft E.V., Frankfurt am 
Main 1992, pp. x + 278. 

Si tratta di un utile strumento di ricerca, che riempie una lacuna awertita da 
tempo. II volume raccoglie tre bibliografie autonome, relative alle fonti 
giuridiche rispettivamente per i contesti anticoslavo, armeno, georgiano. 
Ognuna delle tre parti comprende una bibliografia ragionata, eon i lemmi 
numerati suddivisi secondo particolari rubriche, cui seguono 1’indice degli 
autori e, per le sezioni annena e georgiana, la chiave delle abbreviazioni di 
periodici. 

L’opera e di particolare interesse per le sezioni annena (pp. 91-187) e 
georgiana (pp. 191-276), in quanco comprendono un insieme di tutta la 
bibliografia giuridica medievale, senza limitarsi al solo aspetto del diritto 
bizantino come nella sezione anticoslava (pp. 7-87). I titoli in armeno e 
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georgiano sono tradocii in tedcsco; per ąuelli delle pubblicazioni sovietiche si 
sono pero manlenuti gli estremi del relativo riassunto in russo, in inglese o in 
francese. Manca purtroppo un prospeito della traslitterazione adottata per i 
nomi degli autori, che per 1’armeno presenta ‘contaminazioni’ oricntalistiche 
abbastanza infelici (h invcce di x, g invcce di ł) e altri tipi di ‘soluzioni’ a mio 
parere fuorvianti (dż per], ma anche per ć!, c per ć‘). 


G. Traina 


John D. Faris, The Eastern Catholic Churches: Constitution and Governance 
According to the “Codę of Canons of the Eastern Churches”, Saint 
Maron Publications, New York, 1992, pp. xxvii + 731. 

This commendable work will be wclcomed by pastors and canonists of the 
Eastern Churches as a first handbook dealing with the matters of Church 
governance under the new Codę of Canons of the Eastern Churches (CCEO). 
Chorbishop John D. Faris is Adjunct Professor of Eastern Canon Law at the 
Catholic University of America. Also Chancellor of the Maroniic Archdiocese 
of St. Maron of Brooklyn, U.S.A., Chorbishop Faris is cxpericnced in eparchial 
governance. Conseąucntly, this commeniary is especially good for the practical 
and pastorał details it offers in the following chapicrs: ch. 8 — Membership in 
an Autonomous Church (canons 29-38); ch. 28 — Bodics Assisting Eparchial 
Bishop in Governance (canons 235-278); and ch. 29 — Parishes, Pastors and 
Parochial Vicars (canons 279-303). 

The author’s commentary, also the product of much hard work, is prefaced 
by four chapters. After indicating the origins of the Catholic Churches in 
chapter 1, Faris sketches the history of the Eastern non-Catholic Churches in 
chapter 2 and that of the Eastern Catholic Churches in chapter 3. The attenipt to 
briefly tracę this history is both anibitious and helplul. Chapter 4 carefully 
details the codification procedurę that led to the promulgation of the Codę of 
Canons of the Eastern Churches. The author’s remark that the new Eastern 
Codę is “not truły a product of the Eastern Churches" (p. 91) should probably 
be read in the context of his previous references to input by various consultative 
bodies of the Eastern Churches regarding the Codc's formulation. 

The commentary on CCEO canons 1-322 begins in chapter 5 and considers 
the materiał in 28 chapters instead of following the Eastern Code’s division of 
the subject-matter into Preliminary Canons and its first 9 Titles. The author 
States that the commentary is not intended to scrve as a “critical analysis” (p. 
xxi) but, rather, as a practical guide for those entrusted with the pastorał carc of 
Eastern Catholics. For those interested in a morę critical analysis of the canons, 
Faris provides the predecessor canons in the Eastern legislation as well as the 
corresponding canons in the 1983 Latin Codę. Regarding the formulation of the 
canons, the author also gives valuable references in his “endnotes” to Nimtia, 
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which recorded the proceedings of the Pontifical Commission for the Revision 
of the Eastern Codę of Canon Law. A futurę commentary might co-ordinate this 
Information and integrate it into a fuller discussion of the canons which 
sometimes are simply rephrased (see: canons 109, 121, 131, 175, 197, 230). For 
example, the author raises questions (endnotes 13&14, p. 181) on the 
interpretation of canon 32 §2 regarding the transfer to another Church sui iuris. 
Nuntia 22: 27-28 discloses ihat the application of §2 is “restricted only to those 
cases that deal with two eparchial bishops of a different rite (Church sui iuris) 
who have jurisdiction over the same territory”. In that context, it is evident that 
“territory” means “eparchial territory” and that §2 is speaking of overlapping 
eparchies. Referring to the observations of Commission Members in Nuntia 28: 
25 will reveal that canon 32 §2 also means to include the Latin Church. 

An arca which Faris’ commentary does not cover is the question of whether 
an ecclesiastical authority is able to vote in cases that require the consent of a 
group of persons as regulated by CCEO 934 §1. This is particularly iniportant 
regarding Church govemance under the Eastem Codę. With respect to the 
similar norm in the Latin Church (CIC 127 §1), the Pontifical Commission for 
the Authentic Interpretation of the Codę of Canon Law has responded that the 
ecclesiastical authority has no right to vote with the others [ Commwiicańones 
XVII (1985) 262]. However, as the Commission’s name then indicated, it was 
interpreting the norm in the Latin Codę, which preceded the 1990 promulgation 
of CCEO. Since the Eastern Codę is to be interpreted mainly with reference to 
the ancient Eastern traditions of the sacred canons (canon 2), the right of the 
ecclesiastical authority to vote persists. This represents a significant difference 
between the Eastern and Latin Codes. 

Perhaps because of a certain hastę on the part of the author, some of the 
canons treated might need further clarification. Regarding the interpretation of 
canon 6, n.2 9 , the author States that cusioms reniain unaffected “if the CCEO 
makes no mention of a matter relating to a certain custom and, thus, there is no 
conflict with the law; or the custom is centenary or immeniorial” (pp. 114-115). 
Canon 6, n.2 2 revokes all customs which the CCEO canons reprobate, or which 
are contrary to them, and (emphasis added) which are neither centenary or 
immemorial. Since the Congregation for the Eastern Churches no longer has 
“all the faculties of the other Congregations” ( Regiinini Ecclesiae Universae, 
art. 45 §1), its competence may not be said to “reniain fundamentally the same” 
under art. 58 §1 of Pastor bonus (p. 204). Reliance upon the CLSA translaiion 
of canon 28 §1 suggests wrongly that historical and cultural circumstances of a 
Church sui iuris are components of a rite (p. 149). In fact, a rite is the liturgical, 
theological, spiritual and disciplinary heritage which is distinguished by 
(emphasis added) the culture and the historical circumstances of peoples. 
Though a pastor’s recourse against an eparchial bishop’s decree may be madę to 
the Congregation for the Eastern Churches if there is no intermediate authority 
between the bishop and the Roman Pontiff (p. 606), that is not the procedurę if 
such an authority does exist as in the case of a patriarchal Church (CCEO canon 
997 §1). 
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In spite of these few improvements left for a second edition, Chorbishop 
Faris’ commentary constitutes a significant and valuable first step towards a 
better understanding of the canonical nornis regarding the constitution and 
governance of the Eastern Catholic Churches. The author is also to be 
commended for the quickness with which he has produced this substantial 
volume intended mainly as a pastorał guide to the implementation of these 
norms. 


J. Abbass, O.F.M. Conv. 


Carl Gerold Fiirst, Canones Synapsę zurtt Codex hiri.s Ca nonie i und Codex 
Canonmn Eccłesiarum Orientaliurn, Herder, Freiburg im Breisgau, 
1992, pp. x + 214. 

This book which presents tables of the corresponding canons between the 
1983 Latin Codę of Canon Imw and the 1990 Codę of Canons of the Eastern 
Churches is a timely and valuable instrument for the comparative study of both 
Codes. As Professor Fiirst indicates in his preface, Pope John Paul II has urged 
the comparative study of both Codes which His Holiness regards as parts of one 
Corpus htris Canonici [AAS 83 (1991) 490]. The detailed and lhorough 
comparison of the canons of both Codes is, itself, the product of a painstaking 
and coniparative study by the author. 

The Synopsis is particularly hclpful in the preeision with which the 
conrparablc canons of the Codes are identified. The respective canons as well as 
their paragraphs and numbers arc carcfully compared. The result is that, for 
example, CCEO 1015 is morę specifically identified with §1 of CIC canon 
1265 and not simply CIC 1265. In the same way, CIC 1264 is morę accurately 
compared with §1 of CCEO 1013 rather than the entire CCEO 1013. Then, 
instead of just equating CCEO 1016 with CIC 1267. the tables morę precisely 
State that CCEO 1016 §§1, 2, 3 are comparable with CIC 1267 §§3, 1, 2. 

Professor Fiirst mentions that he niight be criticized on the question of his 
selection of canons that refer to “identical matter”. On the contrary, one can 
generally depend on the choices that the author has madę. To give one example, 
a territorial prelature or territorial abbacy (CIC 370) and an apostolic 
administration (CIC 371 §2) would be identified as exarchies in the Eastern 
Codę (CCEO 311 §1, 312). One might, however, question the “identical 
matter” between CCEO 46 §2 and CIC 346 §§1.2. 3. Since the participation of 
patriarchs in the synod of bishops is regulutcd by special norms established by 
the Roman Pontiff, there are no stated norms in CCEO 46 §2 with which one 
could identify §§1, 2, 3 of CIC 346. 

The author also makes sonie very fine and reasoned distinctions while 
identifying comparable canons. For exampJe, the civil law registration of 
temporal goods prescribed by CCEO 1020 §1 is equated morę with CIC 1284 
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§2, n. 2 S than CIC 1284 §2, n. 3. Then, recourse against a judicial decree to a 
higher authority under CCEO 1487 §1 is not the same as the petition to the one 
who madę the decree seeking its revocation under CIC 1734 §2. These 
distinctions reflect Professor Fiirst’s knowledge both of the canons and the 
matters treated there. This is particularly true regarding the canons De delictis et 
poenis. For example, a person’s ineligiblity to vote because of 
excommunication under CIC 171 §1, n. 3 9 is identified prccisely with CCEO 
1434 §3. 

There are a few cases in which comparable canons might be added to the 
Synopsis. Regarding apostolic works entrustcd to religious by bishops, CCEO 
415 §3 is similar to CIC 681 §1. Resolving a controversy through arbiters under 
CIC 1713 is comparable to CCEO 1168 §1. With respeci to the deposition of a 
elerie under CCEO 1433 §2, CIC 292 should be added to the rcference to CIC 
1336 §I,n. 5 S . 

Of course, no human work is perlect. 'fhe corresponding canon given on 
page 192 to CCEO 1229 §2, n. 2 9 should read CIC 1548 §2, n. 2 9 and not CIC 
1548 §2, n. I 9 . 

The fact that the columns on each page are rather far apait often makes it 
difficult to linę up the canon numbers for comparison. One solution, howevcr, 
would be to fili the spaces with two other columns for the relative predecessor 
canons of the Eastern and Latin Codes. Tliat project would certainly comple- 
ment the Synopsis that has already contributed to a better knowledge of the one 
Corpus luris Canonici of the Catholic Church. 


J. Abbass. O.F.M. Conv. 


Dimitri Salachas, La normativa del coneilio Trullano commeutata dai canonisti 
hizantini del secolo XII Zonaras, Bahamone, Aristenos. Oriente 
cristiano 2-3/1991, Palermo, pp. 104. 

II coneilio Trullano fu conosciuto come “lleuSĆKTri" (Quinisesto) solo 
molto dopo il suo svolgimento, perche per secoli fu conosciuto eonie 
complemento del quinto e sesto coneilio (p. 5). Godendo di larga diffusione in 
Oriente, esso fu respinto in Occidcnte a causa di canoni come il 36 9 , che 
ribadiva il canone 28 9 di Calcedonia (pp. 1, 19), o dci canoni da cui traspare una 
certa ostilita contro i Latini e gli Amieni. Mentre Sergio (papa, 687-701) rifiutó 
di fimiare, i papi Costantino (708-715), Giovanni VIII (872-882) c Adriano I 
(772-795) Fapprovarono sotto condizione (p. 6). Ma non si puó negare che un 
buon numero di canoni fossero citati da canonisti occidentali (p. 6). C’e 
discussione sulla rappresentanza dcl papa a questo coneilio (pp. 6-7). Resta 
1’indirizzo dei padri conciliari alFimperatorc Giustiniano II, la motivazione nel 
convocare, i 102 canoni, senza ordine speciale, e le firnie (p. 7). S. vuol seguire 
le divisioni stabilite dal metropolita Menevissoglou (pp. 8-9). Insieme, eon le 
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abrogazioni, modifiche e nuovi canoni, ii Trullano costituisce un “codice” di 
legislazione ecclesiastica che ha ricevuto conferma dal primo canone di Nicea 
II. S. si attiene al testo riportato da G. A. Rhallis - M. Potlis, lenendo peró 
conto delle varianti di P. P. Joannou (pp. 6-9), in vista dei commenti dei tre 
canonisti del 12 9 secolo Zonaras, Balsamone e Aristenos (PG 137 e 138). 

II libro di S. distinguc canoni di contenuio dottrinale (pp. 10-18); canoni di 
strutture ecclesiastiche (pp. 19-23); di ordine ecclesiastico (pp. 33-59); canoni 
circa la conversione e il ritorno alla Chiesa (pp. 60-64); sui beni ecclesiastici (p. 
65); sul culto divino e la vita liturgica (pp. 66-81); sulla vita monastica (pp. 
82-89) e sulla vita cristiana (pp. 90-102). II libro finisce eon una breve 
bibliografia (p. 103). 

I canoni che piu ci interessano sono quelli a contenuio dogniatico. II 1- 
(testo a pp. 10-12) e una vera e propria sinossi di cristologia (p. 12); ne emerge 
la premura dei Padri di non cambiare nulla in materia di fede. II canone 79 9 
proibisce che si celebri una festa del parto della Vergine, perche sembrerebbe 
contro la verginila (pp. 13-14), eonie rileva anche Zonaras (p. 14). Se il canone 
81 9 proibisce di aggiungere la frase “che sei stato crocefisso per noi" all’inno 
del Trisagio Balsamone spiega che tale aggiunta equivarrebbe ad affermare una 
quarta dimensione nclla Trinita (p. 15). II tanto conimentato canone 82 9 — la 
proibizione di dipingere Cristo nclla figura dclPagnello — trova la spiegazione 
in Balsamone che la venuta del Cristo rende superflua le prefigurazioni e i 
simboli (pp. 15-16). Zonaras, Balsamone e Aristenos esigono il batiesimo, se 
c’e dubbio che uno sia stato battezzato, ma senza qualificarlo eonie “sotto con- 
dizione” (pp. 16-17). Di estrema importanza, in vista di uno sviluppo di un 
codice di diritto canonico, e il canone 102, che nelfinculcare 1’esame delle 
disposizioni del pcccato clenca due metodi per aiutare il pcnitcnie a guarirc: 
quello della esatta osservanza dei comandamenti ( akribeia-akrótes ) e quello 
della consuetudine ( synetheia ), che si rifa al canone 3 di s. Basilio ( oikonomia- 
cikribeia) (pp. 17-18). 

Molto rilevante, per lo sviluppo di ecclcsiologic dilTcrcnziali in Oriente e in 
Occidente, e il canone 36, che parła di Costantinopoli come seconda sede dopo 
Roma. P. P. Joannou spiega 1’opposizione di Leone I al canone 28 di 
Calcedonia, non tanto perche vedeva lesi i diritti di Roma, quanto perche questo 
canone rovesciava la gerarchia delle grandi sedi, stabilite dalia tradizione (p. 
20). Di massima importanza, per la creazione tli un diritto canonico orientale, si 
rivela il canone 2, che ha redatto per la prima volta, in modo ufficiale, un elenco 
dei santi canoni (p. 25). Nella costituzione apostolica Sacri Ccmones eon cui 
Giovanni Paolo II promulga il nuovo codice orientale egli cita questo canone, 
dandogli cosi nuova autorevolezza. 

Quanto ai canoni di indole disciplinare, si puó menzionarc i canoni 12 e 13, 
che stabiliscono la prassi diversificata di un episcopato celibe e preti e presbiteri 
sposati. E da notare che la legittimazione spirituale e tcologica di un episcopato 
sposato, praticata nelTantica Chiesa viene ormai proibita in pratica (p. 47). Tra 
gli altri canoni notiamo quello sul laicato (canone 64, p. 57), quello che impone 
di mescolarc acqua al vino nel sacriftcio cucaristico (canone 32, p. 69; per la 
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polemica di Balsamone sullo zeon contro gli Armeni c i Latini, cfr p. 71). Si 
noti inoltre il nesso tra ammissione alla vita religiosa e allo stato delle 
diaconesse, espresso nel canone 40 (pp. 82-83). 

S. ha una facilittł di scrivcre che rende acccssibili anche ąuestioni 
complicate di diritto canonico. Manca scmmai, in vista del salto dello stile tra 
oggi e allora, un piccolo commento sull’ermeneutica di Zonaras, Balsamone e 
Aristenos, anche perche i fondamenti del diritto sono dogmatici. Ma, in 
sostanza ci congratuliamo eon S. per averci fomito un eccellcnte commento. 

E. G. Farrugia, SJ. 


Spyros N. Troianos, H IkudeKni OhcoupeuKt) ZuuoSoę ml tó 
1 'OfiodeTLKÓ rr/s' ipyo. EEk Athena 1992, pp. 113. 

The celebrations for the tliiiteenth centenary of the Second Council in 
Trullo , also known as Penthekte, is for the history of the Orthodox Church, and 
especially for ihat of canon law, a unique opportunity to reflect on this event, at 
once fundamental and controvcrsial. Among the host of publications we have a 
number of translations of the tcxts of the canons as well as commentaries and 
essays. S. Troianos, professor at the University of Athens, Athens, Greece, 
presents us here with the text of the 102 canons (pp. 46-113). The introduction, 
“The Penthekte Ecumenical Council and Its Legislative Work,” was initially 
delivered as a lecture on November 12, 1991 (here pp. 5-45). The purpose of 
the Synod was to complete by means of canons the fifth and sixth ecumenical 
councils, both held in Constantinople in 553 and 680/681, whence its name. It 
thus covered a gap of 240 years front the last promulgation of canons at 
Chalcedon (451) (p. 8). There is hardly an aspect of Church life which is not 
covered: c.g., Church Constitution (canons 8, 25, 36 and 38) (p. 12). Thus, 
canon 36 stands in relation to canon 3 of Constantinople 1 (381) and canon 28 
of Chalcedon, nevcr approved by Leo I (p. 12-13). In canons 60, 61. 62, 65, 71 
and 94 all ntagical practices are condentned (pp. 16-17). Canons 31. 59, 64, 70, 
75, 78-81, 84, 90 and 95 dwell on liturgical practices in generał (p. 17), whereas 
canons 28, 32, 52, 57, 58, 83, 99 and 101 refer to the liturgy as such (the Mass) 
(p. 18). Canons 53, 54, 72, 87, 93 and 98 rcgulatc married life; e.g. marriage 
impediments (p. 28); canons 87, 93 and 98 treat of adultery (p. 30). The council 
gave us canons 44, 67, 86 and 91 for the regulation of sexual ethics (p. 31); and, 
against fornication, canons 44, 67 and 86 (p. 31). Canons 7, 9, 10, 14-18, 21-24, 
27 and 34 describe the qualities of eleries (p. 34). Matters pertaining to bishops 
are mentioned in canons 19, 20, 35, 37 and 39 (p. 37). Canons 46 and 47 
regulate the life-style in monasteries (pp. 39-40). Canon 73 forbids depiciting 
the cross on paventents (p. 41), and canon 82 forbids depicting Christ as a lamb 
(P- 42). 
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We may well ask ourselves whether these divisions are watertight. However 
that may be, the chief merit of Troianos’ presentation is the way he groups 
canons according to themes. As he himself notes, it is difficult to group the 
canons into meaningful units because a canon such as 85, concerned as it is 
with the freeing of slaves, has no counterpart (pp. 10, 41). It may be further 
asked whether other morę meaningful sub-divisions could not be employed. 
Thus, in a recent conference in the Symposium held at the PIO, Prof. Anna 
Kartsonis argued that canons 81-83 refer to thrce separate moments of the 
Byzantine liturgy: the Trishagion sung during the Liturgy of the Word, the 
Agnus Dei and communion. But as with any text open to various interpretations, 
the variety of interpretations shows that we are conlronted with soinething 
massive. Be it as it may, Troianos’ presentation is useful and goes to show why 
this synod was bound to have such a treinendous inipact. 

E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 


Ecclesiologica 

Filippo Carcionc, La genesi stońco-teologica ciel monotelismo maronita. 

Unitor, Roma 1990, pp. 77. 

L’A., antico studente della Pontificia Universita Lateranense e del Pontificio 
Istituto Orientale, si e laureato in lettere presso la II ! Universita di Roma (Tor 
Vergata), dove, dal 1987, e ricercatore di storia. Nel presente studio affronta 
1’antica accusa rivolta ai Maroniti di essere stati monoteleti. 

Dopo la prefazione (p. 7), la spiegazione delle sigle (pp. 9-10), la 
Bibliografia (pp. 11-20) e lTntroduzione (pp. 21-23), la trattazione vera e 
propria si articola in quattro capitoli. II primo tratta del monotelismo etico della 
tradizione cristologica antiochena (pp. 25-32); il secondo (pp. 33-42), del 
dibattito cristologico in Siria nei secoli VI-VII; il terzo (pp. 43-54), del 
monotelismo coine tappa del passaggio maronita da comunita melkiia a Chiesa 
autocefala e il quarto (pp. 55-62), delTeco del monoteletisnio maronita in 
Occidente. Vengono poi la Conclusione (pp. 63-68) e 1’Indice dei nomi (pp. 
69-74), eon un’utile carta geogralica del Libano a p. 77. 

Quanto alTipotesi del Dib, secondo il quale, invocando Michele il Siro, la 
questione se accettare una o due volonta in Cristo sarebbe stata introdotta in 
Siria da prigioneri bizantini degli Arabi nel 727, Carcione la impugna e fa 
risalire tutto al monoteletismo etico di Teodoro di Mopsuestia. Comunque, il 
monoteletisnio resta verbale, perche la tradizione dci Maroniti e saldamente 
legata all’ortodossia calcedonese. 

Studi patristici promossi da studiosi accreditati ci hanno abituato a sfumare 
valutazioni talvolta inveterate ma che nuovi documenti, o almeno una nuova 
lettura di testi gia noti, mettono seriamente in crisi. Lo studio di Carcione 
s’inquadra in tcntativi di qucsto gencrc. Resta d’altronde il conipito non facile 
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di tirare Ic somme e di mettere tutto insieme in un ąuadro coniprensivo. Infatti, 
se tentativi moderni di rileggere Nestorio hanno suggerito di vedere 1’unione, da 
lui proclamata, delle due naturę in Cristo, come non meramente morale, 
ricorrere in appello a Teodoro di Mopsuestia e alla sua interpretazione morale 
delTunica volonta in Cristo per allontanare 1’accusa di monotelismo richiede 
anzitutto una disanima imparziale di cosa significhi “unione morale.” Sarebbe 
stato opportuno farę di tale “unione morale” un‘analisi storico-teologica piii 
esauriente. Ciononostante, auguriamo all’A. di proseguire in questo campo di 
specializzazione (efr la recensione di V. Poggi delFopera dell’A., Sergio di 
Costantinopoli ed Onorio I nella coniroversia monotelita del VII secolo. Roma 
1985, in OCP53 [1987] 220). 


E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 


Paolo Prodi et alii, UEuropa Crocevia: Menioria — Cullura — Responsahilita 
delle Chiese. Introduzione di Giulio Conticclli. Edizioni Studium, Roma 
1992, pp. XXI+ 343. 

Come dice bene G. Conticclli nella Introduzione, apposilamente intitolata, 
“Per il bene comune dell’Europa,” la teologia si trova oggidl provocala da un 
pluralismo di intenrogativi umanistici, eon un inipegno accresciuto di assicurare 
una koine culturale antropologica (p. XIX). Dal bisogno della “nuova 
evangeliz.zazione,” che FAssemblca speciale per 1'Europa del Sinodo dei 
vescovi del 1991 ha sottolineato, scaturisce una responsahilita ecumenica, ma 
anche la testimonianza della carita (p. XX). E’ eon queste prospettivc che il 
Movimcnto Ecclesiale di Inipegno Culturale ha tenuto, ad Assisi, dal 2 al 5 
gennaio 1992, il suo quarto congresso sul tema, “Sapere, potere, fede nella 
transizione verso la nuova Europa" (p. XXI). Oltre allTntroduzione ci sono 
diciassette saggi che richiamano 1’attenz.ione e provocano intcrrogativi. Ne 
sceglianio alcuni che interessano 1’Oriente piii da vicino. 

II p. Vincenzo Poggi, S.J., incomincia il suo saggio, “La nuova Europa vista 
da Oriente” (pp. 23-33) eon la frase perontoria: “L’Oricntc si distingue 
dairOccidente per il suo pluralismo" (p. 23). Cerca di mostrare questa tesi 
alPinterno del fenomeno cristiano attraverso il pluralismo linguistico (p. 24) e 
ecclesiale (p. 27) delle autocefalic, e cost via. Gli esempi che offre per la 
tolleranza nellTslam sono illuminanti (pp. 28-29), ma purtroppo non offre 
esempi contrari. Ancora piu signilicativo e 1’ecumenismo antę litteram del 
beato Piętro Fabro (pp. 32-33). Prcndendo spunto dalia metafora usata da 
Michaił Gorbachiov e da Giovanni Paolo II della “casa comune europea” (p. 
70), Franco Casavola vede nella rivoluzione boIsccvica deH’Ottobre 1917 non 
solo la data della separazione moderna delFEuropa delPEst dalFEuropa 
dell’Ovest, ma anche un ev'ento che ricalca quello del 1054, che doveva a suo 
tempo stociare nella teoria di “Mosca, terza Roma” (pp. 66-67). Peró, dato che 



Recensiones 


263 


la storiografia bizantina odiema vede continuita piuttosto che interruzione nella 
data del 1054, sarebbe stato opportuno ccrcare sc csista continuita anchc dopo il 
1917 tra Est e Ovest. II saggio di Georges Cottier, “La teologia,” mette il dito 
sulla piaga quando addita rilluminismo come grandę sfida per il cristianesimo 
(p. 237), anche se questo rilievo non viene sfruttato in tutta la sua carica 
espIosiva nei confronti della teologia orientale (cfr il libro di Ch. Yannaras, 
Ortodossia e Occidente nella nuova Grecia (Athina 1992, spccialmentc pp. 
210-239). 

Nonosianie il valore indiscusso del libro mi parę che 1’Oriente non sia 
adeguamcnte rappresentato. Manca, ad esempio, un saggio che rilevi quei fattori 
capaci di crcare ponti tra Oricnte e Occidente, eonie lo sono il monachesimo, 
qui usato nell'accezione orientale della parola per includere tutti i celibi per il 
Regno, non invece nel senso del monachesimo spirituale eonie ricerca della 
perfezione; poi, 1’iconografia, il cui fascino su scala mondiale potrebbe 
awerarsi prowidenziale; e poi la liturgia come linguaggio universale capacc di 
trascendere le barriere. 


E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 


Hagiographica 

Giovan Battista De Lectis, Tiaii gli scritti , Revisione del testo e introduzionc di 
Dino Pacaccio, Editrice Soc. Coop. lniziativa Cristiana, Ortona, 1988, 
pp. xiv + 183. 

G. B. Dc Lcctis is the first Ortonan writer to attain sonie notoriety in the 
sixteenth century. Our interest in him is linked chiefly to his book on Saint 
Thomas the Apostle. Four of his works make up a onc-volume opera omnia : l) 
Vita del Glorioso Apostolo di Cristo S. Toniaso, eon la Traslazione et Miracoli 
in esso, per virtu dlddio, operati; 2) La Vitci di Santo Gioseppe Sposo della 
Sempre Intatta Vergine Maria; 3) Un Sermone della Terribilitu della Martę; 4) 
Un Trattuw della'tarnina Felicitd, secotulo i Filosofi in che differiscono dalii 
Teologi, et come si possano concordare insieme. 

The revision of these texts by the cditor Dino Pacaccio consists in the 
correction of typographical errors and the wrong punctuation in the original. 
The editor deserves our gratitude for making Dc Lcctis available in a very 
readable, handsome, modern edition. Indeed the original of Vita-Traslazione is 
rare to find; the present writer while preparing the article, “St Thomas the 
Apostle and Hosios Thomas of Ortona,” OCP 38 (1972) 388-407, could only 
use the third edition (1879) found in the Apostolic Vatican Library. But both 
the third edition and the second edition of 1687 were partial, containing only 
Traslazione et Miracoli without the Vita, as pointed out in the introduction to 
the present edition by Pacaccio (p. ix). The original was dated by De Lectis and 
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dedicated in March-ApriI 1576 (pp. 3, 9) but it was published only in 1577; so, 
OCP 38, p. 403 “published in 1576” is an error that may be corrected. 

Pacaccio makes Ughelli (in his Italia Sacra of 1647) responsible for the 
wrong identification of De Lectis as a Canon of the cathcdral, but this same 
ąualification “Canonicus Cathedralis Ecclesiae Ortonensis” may be found 
already in Consalvus Durantus’ second edition (in 1628; also in the first edition 
of 1606 ?) of Revelationes Sanctae Brigittae (see art. cit., OCP 38 [1972], p. 
403, n. 2). As a matter of fact, De Lectis was a pious and learned layman, a 
doctor of philosophy and of medicine, married lhrice (sińce his first and second 
wife died), father of one son, a patriot and zealous devotee of St Thomas the 
Apostle, as Pacaccio has pointed out (pp. vi, x). As a historian, he may have 
been good for his timcs, but lacking in critical sense by today’s standards, a 
defect which his editor does not mention explicitly. Hence the value of his 
writings, especially as a “historian” of Si Thomas the Apostle, is not to be 
exaggeratcd. 


G. Nedungatt, S.J. 


Antonio Politi, Oriona , Editrice Itinerari, Lanciano, 1974, pp. 351. 

The author wroie this book in his hard won spare time as parish priest of the 
cathedral of Ortona. Written with palpable devotion to St Thomas the Apostle 
venerated as the patron of Ortona, it is a book that is on the whole popular in 
character, though it also aims at scientific historiography by publishing some 
documents. These latter in particular may be of some interest to the readers of 
OCP. 

The book first gives a “biography” of St Thomas the Apostle, which can 
nourish piety. Then there is a brief account of the historical background of 
Ortona. Morę important is an “Appendice di documenti” (pp. 291-346) 
containing 28 documents regarding the relics of Hosios Thomas of Ortona, who 
is popularly identified with the Apostle Thomas. The documents are either 
translations front Latin into Italian or reproductions of the Italian original. A 
significant omission is the document published by F. Ughelli in his Italia Sacra 
(vol. VI, 1659) about the translation of the relics to Ortona. This omission is not 
an oversight, sińce the author refers to Ughelli on p. 105, n. 1. Instead a notary 
deed dated 1259 is given in Italian translation (pp. 293-294) and is used as the 
document about the translation of the relics front Chios to Ortona. The author 
takes it to be genuine without asking if it could be a fraud, as it would seem to 
be from its internal cvidence. The Greek inscription on the ntarble tombstone is 
reproduced erroneously as O OCLOS GOMAC (with an L instead of an I) so as 
to read “Ho Hoclos Thomas;” it is rendered as “Pius (Divus) Thomas: il pio (il 
santo) Tonintaso" (p. 67). The author does not suspect that the correct Greek 
word Hosios cannot designate a martyr saint, though it may refer to a confessor 
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saint, as had been shown by the prescnt writer, “St Thomas the Apostle and 
Hosios Thomas of Ortona,” OCP 38 (1972) 388-407. This article was unknown 
to the author when he published his book in 1974 ("eon cissoluta buona fede ,” 
Preface, p. 8). Indeed, it is known to have remained beyond his reach even 
afterwards owing to language barriers, which create difficulty also lor several 
others at Ortona who have recently written about the relics of Hosios Thomas, 
still mistaking them for those of Saint Thomas the Apostle. 

G. Nedungatt, S.J. 


Ricognizione scientifica delle os.sa dell 'Aposrolo Tommaso. A1TI, cd. by Curia 
Vescovile and Associazione Frentana, Ortona, Azicnda Autonoma di 
Soggiomo eTurisnio, 1988, pp. 143 with illustrations. 

In 1984 five experts examined scientifically the relics which are kept in the 
cathedral of Ortona, Italy, and are believed to be those of St Thomas the 
Apostle. The purpose of the experts was to assure their better prescrvation. The 
present book contains their findings and the measures adopted. Two 
introductory essays present the Apostle Thomas in the Gospel (pp. 11-17) and 
the relics venerated at Ortona (pp. 18-23). Tlien follow a number of canonical 
notary reports as to how the bones were removcd, consigned to the team of 
experts for scientific study, and finally collocated in improved conditions of 
safety under the altar in the erypt. The results of the .scientific obscrvations, 
tests and findings of the expeiis, who are all wcii qualiticd scientists, professors 
or doctors (pp. 49-63; 79-113), make up the most important part of the book. 
Forty-two splendid photos (pp. 127-141) illustrate the Work done with 
meticulous care and outstanding cxpeilise over two years. 

By assembling innumerable fragments of bones the experts were able to 
reconstruct a skeleton (p. 65), recognizably human and representing almost the 
entire body (the two arms and almost all the ribs are missing). The skeleton 
belongs to an individual of małe sex, betwcen 50 and 70 years of age, 160 + — 
10 cm in height (pp. 56-57; 99). The cranium, robbed of the lower frontal parts, 
shows a lesion on the zigomatic bonę above the right ear. caused by a sharp 
object; the lesion occured neither too long before nor too long after the death of 
the individual, though it is not possible to establisli a causal relation between 
the lesion and the death of the individual (pp. 97-98). But the shape of the 
lesion, which is horizontal and seems to be about 7 cm long as scen in the 
photo, suggests an axe (p. 87). Whereas in the Acts of Thomas the Apostle is 
killed by soldiers with lances, this lesion seems to have given rise to an Ortonan 
version of the death of the Apostle: he was struck on the right ear by a pagan 
priest swinging a hatchet (G. B. De Lectis, “. . . uno delli sacerdoti . . . alz.ando 
una scure . . . percosse Tornaso nella testa della orechia destra, et amazollo.” 
Vita del glorioso Ap. S. Tomaso , p. 48; sec review ubove on page 261). 
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Apparently antiąuity had no monopoly of apocryphals. The bones came under 
the action of high temperaturę for a brief time (as in an explosion) and then of 
moderate temperaturę (like ashes) for a rclatively long period (p. 61, 81). This 
indeed coincides with the knowledge of history: in 1566 the Turks sacked 
Ortona and exploded the tomb in the cathedral and reduccd it to ashes (p. 80). 
The present improved conditions arc designed to be proof against the ravages of 
the elenients and burglary by men whether marauders or devotccs. 

For the last seven centuries the presence of these relics has influenced the 
religious and cultural life of Oriona (p. 18). The very mention of Apostle 
Thomas sends tremors of tenderness in the Ortonans, as His Exccllency Enzio 
d’Antonio, the bishop of Ortona, avows : “brivklo di tenerezza ehe li attraversa 
le carni al solo nominare San Tommaso” (p. 20). Hence ii would have been 
outrageous to ask for a carbon test to asccrtain whether these relics datę from 
the first ccntury A. D., as they should if they are of St Thomas the Apostle. 
Although the team of experts was at first asked to asceiiain the datę of the relics 
(“epoca della morte” — p. 49), second thoughts seem to have prevailed, and 
permission for a C 14 test was refuscd. So, it is frankly avowed in the combined 
report of four experts, “Non abbiamo potuto proccdere alla datazione eon il 
metodo del C 14 in quanto i resti scheletrici non potcvano venire sacrificati” (p. 
55). An appreciable amount of the relics would have been used up in the carbon 
test. Over and above the devotional rcluctance to “sacrifice a portion” (which 
was after all not allowed to prevail in the case of the Shroud of Turin) another 
reason of a purely scientific character was mcniioned to the present writer (who 
had suggested a carbon test: OCP 38, 1972, pp. 388-407, see p. 397) by the 
bishop of Ortona. Leading scientists had told him, he said, that in the case of the 
relics of Ortona, which had long been exposed to the atmosphere and been 
subjected to the action of intense heat there was simply no chance of a C 14 test 
yielding reliable results — a scientific counsel that, unlortunaicly, does not 
seem to have been given or heeded in the case of the Turin Shroud, which, 
sińce its 1988 declaration as a medieval fraud, is still the object of lingering 
controversies, not religion versus science, but science versus science. 

In the present state of our scientific knowledge, then, the Ortonan relics 
cannot be dated. However, historical criticism has often concluded to iheir 
medieval origin, as does also the above mentioned aniele by the present writer. 
The tonibstone with the Greek inscriplion Hosios Thomas givcs the lic to the 
relics. The Greek word “Hosios" designates a confcssor (not a martyr) saint. 
The present relics are claimed to have been found on the island of Chios in the 
Aegean Sea under a tonibstone with that inscription. If Thomas the Apostle died 
a martyr’s death, Ihcn the Ortonan relics cannot be his. In the worst hypothesis, 
they are a fraud, as the Bollandisls hołd. At best, they are the remains of a 
saintly Greek monk, venerated locally as a confessor, Hosios Thomas, but 
unknown to the rest of the world. The Ortonan sailors, for whom Hosios 
Thomas was as good as Hagios Thomas , mistook him for Si Thomas the 
Apostle. 
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Years alter the publication of his article the author could ascertain that it 
was unknown at Ortona (which need not be a matter of surprise : in fact an 
offprint of it handed to a leading Ortonan exponcnt was uscful to him only 
through an Ttalian translation). Even the educated people of Ortona do not 
advert to the difference between “hosios” and “hagios.” So, the learned 
ignorance about the real idemity of Hosios Thomas, and, as a pious 
consequence, the mistaken belief that the Ortonan relics arc of St Thomas the 
Apostle would seem to be dcstined to have a long futurę. The reccnt publication 
of the Atti is entitled “scientific examination of the bones of the Apostle 
Thomas,” which does not mean to leave any room for doubt. Though the 
scientists prescind from pronouncing on the identity of the individual whosc 
relics tlicy examined, the Atti will help, with all solemnity and circumsiance, to 
reinforce the traditional belief. If science has served to discrcdit, however 
unwaiTantedly, the shroud of Turin, at Oriona it is madę to serve, however 
unknowingly, the cause of the faith that the remains of an unknown Hosios 
Thomas are the relics of the Apostle Thomas. 


G. Nedungatt, S.J. 


Iconica 

Papas Vito Borgia, Our lxidy of Danmscus. The Story of an Icon. The 
Incorporated Truth Socicty, London 1992, pp. 12. 

The author, parish priest of the Greek-Catholic church in Valletta, Malta, 
which hears the nairte of the icon known as “Our Lady of Damascus” that it 
houses, was moved to do rcscarch on it afterits restoration (1963-1966) brought 
to light quite a different icon from the one painlcd ovcr it. It was the Knights of 
St John who, in 1530, brought with them the icon from Rhodes to Malta. It is in 
the same style as the Vladimir Madonna — that of “Elcousa” or “Uniclenie” (= 
“Our Lady of Tenderness”) —, and it may actually be older than its Russian 
counterpart, according to art historian David Talbot Rice. Peculiar to “Our Lady 
of Damascus” is the representation of two full-life archangcls, a trait it shares 
only with the Yirgin of Tolga (Moscow). 


E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 
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Michel Quenot, The Icon: Window on ihe Kingdom. Translated from thc French 
by a Carthusian Monk. Preface by Boris Bobrinskoy. Si Vladimir’s 
Seminary Press, Crestwood, N. York 1991, pp. 176, with 33 color 
photos and 32 black and white illustrations. 

In the present work Michel Qucnot, an Orthodox layman who teaches 
modem languages in Switzerland, provides the rcader with basie informalion 
about the origin, history and meaning of icons. He concentrates on what is 
essential: the theology of glory as the raison d'etre of icons. 

“Window or portal to the divine glory promised to us” (p. 7): so B. 
Bobrinskoy describes the icon in his preface (p. 7; on the theme of icon as 
window see pp. 70, 83, 165), adding his reservations about attaching the tag 
“Orthodox” to icon. It is nantely one of the ntain points underscored by Q. in 
the present work that the icon, springing from a genuine spiritual experience, 
was common to Fast and West Liii the iconic experience was lost over the 
Renaissance in the West (pp. 72, 163), opening the sluice-gates of 

seculariz.ation soon to overrun Byzantium itself. But after the tragic fali of 
Byzantium, for which the West bears a great part of the responsibility, Russia 
continued the iconic tradition (p. 32), till Russia herself (as the author does not 
add) was in danger of losing her tradition, saved morę by those who were 
emarginated like the Old Bclievers. 

Among the several points of reflection well worth mentioning is a certain 
pluralism, sińce Q. does not restrict himself to Greek and Russian iconography, 
but includes also Coptic and Ethiopian (p. 32). Besides, the present-day 
iconographic renewal may be associated to Russian inmiigrants in France, 
represented by such experts as Gregory Kroug (d. 1969) and Leonid Ouspensky 
(d. 1987). He notes, too, that Greece, represented by Photius Kontoglou, is 
actually doing better in avoiding the kind of kitsch Russians give to tourists (p. 
164). 

Q.’s The Icon is written in a siniple style so that even a beginner can 
understand much of what is being said. lt is packed with information, entering 
into detail and admirably managing to relay the Orlhodox viewpoint on icons. 
However, on two points I should beg to differ. Quenot does not introduce the 
reader to the results of modern research conccming the development of the 
icon, giving perhaps unwittingly the inipression that the icon is coierminous 
with the Early Church and not the result of a concrete process of evolution, 
which took various forms, and which perhaps might have taken several others. 
Secondly, his attitude towards Western art is somewhat simpliste. He does not 
consider the part played by Byzantine models in the emergcnce of Western art, 
including Giotto (efr G. Mathew, Byzantine Aesthetics. London 1960), nor does 
he dilferentiate between Western art which is religiously decadent and other 
soiis of Western art, intent on thwarting human logie in an effort to relay the 
experience of the iranscendent; or even to build bridges, as in those mixed types 
like El Greco’s. The comparison between Eastern and Western art is overdrawn, 
because it fails to ask whether, as in scripture itself so in art, the Johannine 
approach to God’s glory manifested in Christ is not eonipatible with, or even 
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needs to be complemented by a morę experiential approach from below, as 
found in the Acts, the Gospels and St Paul’s lctters. Significantly, Q. remarks 
that there is something iconic about Islamie calligraphy because it evokes 
limitless space (p. 66). 

In brief, though not completely free of one-sidednesses, Q. has given us an 
excellent presentation of the Orthodox approach, elear, readable and fuli of 
information. 


E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 


Islamochristiana 

Giulio Cipollone, O.SS.T., Cristianita — Islam. Cattivita e Uberazione in nome 
di Dio. U tempo di Itmocenzo III dopo ‘il 1187'. (= Pontificia 
Universitas Gregoriana. Miscellanea Historiae Pontiflciae, 60), Editrice 
Pontificia Universita Gregoriana, Roma 1992, pp, 554. 

Per studiare 1’atteggiamento di papa Innocenzo 111 verso 1’Ordine Trinitario, 
nato in contesto crociato per riscattare ostaggi o captivi, quesio lavoro si basa 
sui documenti dcl la cancelleria pontificia contemporanea e su cronache arabe. 
Vari testi vengono riponaii neH’originale latino e in traduzione iialiana 
nelfappendice documentaria che correda il volume (pp. 455-544). 

La trattazione si articola in sei capitoli. Nel primo, l’A. esamina i duc testi 
sacri del Corano e della Bibbia per appurare quale sia il coereme aitcggiamento 
del musulmano e del cristiano di ironie alPaltra rcligione. II secondo capitolo 
chiede eonie sia concepita la guerra di religione dalie due parti. II terzo affronta, 
ancora dalie due parti, il tema della cattivita. II quarto ricerca le condizioni della 
liberazione. II quinto capitolo si occupa del papa Innocenzo III, rattristato dalia 
caduta di Gerusalemme in mano musulmana nel 1187 e interno a preparare la 
riconquista della Citta Santa. II sesto capitolo Liatta dei rimedi alla cattivita e 
delPOrdine dei Trinitari, che se ne occupa istituzionalmcnte. 

II libro non si accontenta dunquc di risalirc alle origini di un Ordinc 
religioso, rivisitando la figura di un grandę papa, ma si occupa di icmi molto 
vasti come il confronto islamo-cristiano, la guerra santa, le Crociate. la caitura a 
scopo di riscatto e la maniera di liberare chi soffre tale inumana condizionc. Lo 
Sforzo di contestualizzare storicamente, sia Innocenzo III, sia i Trinitari, e 
lodevole e il libro apporta senz’altro un suo contributo prezioso. 

II quadro pero non e completo. Oltre a interrogare le cronache musulmane, 
testi cristiani e i documenti della cancelleria papale, bisognava sentire la terza 
parte in causa nella Crociala, cioe la cristianita locale dei paesi islamici. Infatti 
essa appartiene de iurc et de facto a quel dar al-islam che si oppone a dar 
al-harb, donde provengono i Crociati. Saladino ha come segretario il cristiano 
copto lbn Śariifi. E sotto Safaddino i Crociati fauno i conti eon un ministro 
della guerra che e cristiano, il copto lbn al-Mlqat. Questi dati si trovano in nucę 
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nel buon libro di Fatial che l’A. cita, ma sono sviluppati in altri libri che l’A. 
non cita. La presenza attiva e in ąualchc modo integrata di non musulmani 
all’interno della societa musulmana ć cosi importante che Cl. Cahcn attribuisce 
il fallimento delle Crociate allo scontro di due societa troppo diversc, la 
musulmana e la cristiana d’Occidente, l’una pluralistica, 1’altra invece d’un solo 
colore. L’A. sembra ignorare Triiton, Christian Stihjects under Muslim Ca liphs \ 
Khoury, Tolentnz im lslam\ e il suggestivo racconto autobiografico di Usama 
Ibn al-Munqid, musulmano prigioniero dei Crociati in atlcsa di liscatto, di cui 
esiste 1’edizione del teslo arabo, le versioni francesc, inglcsc c tcdesca, pur 
mancando tuttora una versione intcgrale italiana. Ma, soprattutto il libro 
avrebbe dovuto conoscere l’opera di A. D. von den Brinckcn, Die Nationes 
Christianorum Orientalium im Verstdndnis der lateinischcn Historiographie, 
1973. 

L'ignorare qucsla e simile bibliografia si ripercuotc nelle deficienze testuali 
e perció nella stessa valutazione del fenomeno della cattivita. Tanto piu che il 
papa Innocenzo III, oltre che per 1'appoggio dato ai Trinitari, per la sua 
ecclesiologia “romana”, i suoi rapporti eon Francesco e eon Domenico, o la 
lotta contro gli Albigesi, dcve ricordarsi per il suo interesse per i Cristiani di 
Oriente (efr W. dc Vries, Innozenz. III. mul der christliche Osten, Arch. Hist. 
Pont. 1965, 87-126) e per aver invitato il patriarca maronita al IV concilio 
lateranense del 1215. lniani fra i documenti riportati in appcndice ne figurano 
alcuni (per es. i documenti 33 e 35) che si occupano dei cristiani orientali. 
LMnsistcre del papa in Operante dhńnae dispositionis clementia del 1198, che i 
Trinitari cavalchino asini e non cavalli, poirebbe ispirarsi alfidentica proibi- 
zione islamica che viela al dhimnu di usare il cavallo. La costituzione di 
Innocenzo III del 1199, Licet perfidia judaeorum , che raccomanda un tratto piu 
umano eon gli Ehrei e vieta di forzarli al la conversione, potrebbe aver preso 
esempio dallTslam, piu tollerante eon gli Ebrei di quanlo non lo sia la 
cristianita d’occidente. 

Simili considerazioni, pur nella stima globale di questo lavoro, ci fanno in 
qualche modo rammuricare 1'occasione perduta di ulteriore approfondimento 
orientalistico e di quadvo piu completo rispetto alla comprensione storica delle 
interessanti problematiche studiate. 


V. Poggi S.J. 


Jean Damascene, Ecrits sur 1’Islam. Presentation, Commentaire et Traduction 
par Raymond Le Coz (= SC 383), Les Editions du Cerf, Paris 1992, pp. 
272. 

La dibattutta questione di due scritti suHTslam attribuiti a San Giovanni 
Damasccno, risollevata nel 1961 da Abel, che ritarcia di alcuni sccoli il primo 
dei due, ripresa da Salias e Khoury, che confutano gli argomenti di Abel, 
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conipie un altro passo avanti. In questo volume dclle SC, un’ampia 
introduzione ricostruisce 1’ambiente politico-religioso siro-palcstincse dei secoli 
VI e VII, traccia la biografia del santo, considcra dapprima globalmente, quindi 
dettagliatamente i due scritti suirislam, ne affronta la paternita e ne ripercorre 
la tradizione manoscritta c stampata. L’auribuzione al Damasceno, gia sosienuta 
eon buoni argomenti da Sahas (efr OCP 38 [1972] 514-516) si awale oggi dei 
lavori critici del Kotter che nel frattempo ha edito il repertorio ercsiologico 
damasceniano di cui ąuella degli Agareni o Saraceni e la centesima eresia (p. 
191). Infatti 1’edizione critica dei due testi greci curata da Kotter nelPambito 
delPedizionc conipleta degli scritti del Damasceno, e qui riprodotta eon 
pennesso dclla casa editrice de Gruyicr, coiTedata di traduzione francese a 
fronte e di breve connnento csegetico. 

Ma sc il Damasceno e Pautore del primo scritto, allora il problema della sua 
conoscenza dirctta dclPIslam attravcrso la lingua araba e il testo coranico 
impone delle riflessioni. In tal caso, le poche pagine tracciate dalPantico 
funzionario alla corte omayyade rispecchiano un sorprendente coinpendio della 
dogmatica, della cristologia e della morale islamiche. Devo dire anzi a questo 
proposito che le citazioni coraniche di cui formicola lo scritto sono piu 
mumerose di quclle che PA. segnala nelle noic esegeliche. Come PA. nota 
giustamenic, possono fornire preziose informazioni sullo stato del testo 
coranico in quell’epoca e in quel territorio. Sembrerebbe perfino chc il tcmiine 
di lettura (ejiir‘an) non sia ancora consacrato, figurando invece presso il 
Damasceno i termini di Scrittura e di Libro (p. 100). II nonie e Pordine di 
qualche sura potrebbero esserc divcrsi da quelli poi canonizzati. 

L’estremo interesse di simili considcrazioni sollecitate dalia lettura di 
quest’opera non esimono dal constatare qualche disattenzione o mancanza. 
Hobar, invece che traslitterazione popolare di kcibar o akbar (p. 121), potrebbe 
essere la divinita preislamica meccana Hobal , di cui riferisce Ibn al-KalbT. Sul 
Cristiancsimo in Arabia preislamica c'ć molto piu che la bibliografia di nota 1 a 
p. 96. I termini rum e monofisita sono usati approssimativamente (pp. 14-15). 
Invece di Dionigi di Tell Mahrc p. 38, sarebbe mcglio parlare di 
Pseudo-Dionigi di Tell Mahre. La confutazione de] Corano di Riccoldo da 
Monte di Crocc, prima d’ora nota soltanto attraverso la versione greca di 
Demetrio Cidone (p. 62), e disponibilc ncIPedizione di Mćrigoux. che ne ha 
ritrovato il testo originale latino in un manoscritto fiorentino. 

Se dunquc la nostra conoscenza dcl Damasceno c la sua compctenza in fatto 
di Islam riccvono validi appoili da questo volumetto. non tutti i probierni vi 
sono risolti ne ogni ricerca conclusa. 


V. Poggi S.J. 
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Sidney H. Griffith, Arabie Christianity in the Mcmasteries of Ninth-Cemury 
Palestine , (= Collected Studies Series CS380), Variomm, Ashgate 
Publishing L., Aldershot GB — Brookfield, Vermont 1992, pp. viii + 
341. 

Sono undici saggi apparsi tra il 1980 e il 1989 e qui raccolti insieme. I primi 
tre si occupano della polcmica islamo-cristiana del primo sccolo abbaside e del 
nascere di una lettcratura arubo-cristiana tra i inonaci palestinesi. U quarto 
studia 1’apologetica arabocristiana di Eutichio di Alessandria. nel secolo X. I 
saggi quinto e sesto trattano della giustifieazione del culto delle immagini e 
della doltrina del libero arbitrio di Teodoro Abu Qurrali. 11 settimo, l’ot[avo e il 
nono saggio studiano un’anonima somma teologica cristiuna in arabo (gumlah), 
del nono secolo, che cita come predecessori gli apologeti Abu Ra‘itah, ‘Ammar 
al-BasrT e Teodoro Abu Qurrah. Scoperta nel 1903 da Louis MaTuf S.J. che ne 
pubblicó un piccolo saggio, edita in minima parte da Louis Cheikho S.J. nel 
1906 e analizzata da G. Graf nel 1947, l’A., nel VII saggio sarebbe propenso ad 
attribuirla, se non altro quanio alla compilazione limastaci, a Stcfano di 
Ramlah. Ma ncll’ VIII saggio ritorna sulla qucsiione per ammonire che prima di 
darne una completa edizione critica e prematuro deciderne Pattribuzione a 
questo o a qucl teologo. Nella Summa si considcrano pure i rapporti fra il 
patrimonio culturale in greco e la vita intellettuale monastica nella Palestina 
delPepoca. II X saggio, il piii lungo, si concentra sulla storia di ‘Abd al-MasIh 
al-NagranT al-Gassanl, musulmano convcrtito al Cristiancsimo e divenuto 
monaco, anzi abate del monastero del Sinai, dccapitato dai musulmani come 
apostata. L’A. edita e traduce il testo arabo della sua vita e del suo martirio, 
dopo aver premessa un’introduzione. 

L’ultimo saggio e dedicato ad un altro melchita che scrive in arabo nel 
secolo IX, Antonio David di Bagdad, che ci fornisce alcuni suoi dati personali 
in due cololoni, editi da E. Tisscrant e da I. Kraćkovskij. Da quei dati e dai due 
ntanoscritti che Antonio ha copiato, abbiamo un’altra prova che in Palestina 
fiorisse allora un monachesinio arabo, ignorato invece dai pellegrini occidentali 
e dai bizantini contemporanei. E il 1'rutto di questo ultimo saggio potrebbe 
considerarsi emblematico anchc per tutti i saggi della raccolla, intenti ciascuno 
a riscoprire la vitalita di un Cristiancsimo alPinterno di una socicta che nella 
lingua era divenuta araba. 

Le Addiuuns danno preziose integrazioni bibliogralichc sia circa altri lavori 
delPA., sia per scritti di altri. Ci auguriamo chc l’A. continui a lavorare eon 
altrettanta riuscita in questo campo cosi importante e in certo senso cosl nuovo 
della letteratura araba-cristiana. E chissa che lui stesso non ci dia finalmente 
Pedizione integra della Summa theologica araba cui dedica non solo i saggi 
VII-IX di questo volume, ma anchc altri da lui pubblicati negli anni ’90. 


V. Poggi S.J. 
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Kenneth M. Setton, Western Hosiility to Islam and Prophecies of Turkish 
Doom. (= Memoirs of the American Philosophical Sonety, Vol. 201), 
American Philosophical Society, Independence Square: Philadelphia 
1992, pp. 64. 

Sono quattro saggi, introdotti da una sapida, breve, Preface, dcllo storico 
statunitense. autore di nuirterose opere c curatore della U i story of the Crusctdes. 
Nel primo saggio, PA. tratta di lcggende cristiane anti-islamiche. comc ąuella 
medievale su Muhammad, studiata da d’Ancona e Mancini; e di ricorrenii scritti 
medievali sulla religione islamica. Trattando dell' Improbatio Corani di 
Riccoldo da Monte di Croce (p. 13), PA. cita la versione greca di Dcinctrio 
Cidone (PG 154, 1035-1070), ma ignora Pcdizione delPoriginale latino. In 
realta, un manoscritto fiorentino, dovc il Contra Legettt Samcenontm (titolo 
genuino) in parte autografo e iri patie chiosato dalio stesso Riccoldo, e base 
della reccnte cdizione di quel testo, curata da J. M. Merigoux, L’ouvrage d’un 
frere precheur a la fin du Xlll e s. Le Contra Legern Saracenonnn de Riccoldo 
da Monte di Croce , Memorie Domenicane, NS 17, 1986, 1-144. 

II sccondo saggio attinge a letteratura apocalittica che predice la sconfitta 
turca, da fra Giovanni Stupan di Venezia, a Giovanni Nanni da Viterbo, al 
Savonarola, a Francesco da Meleto, alPArquato. 

II terzo studio, Bartholoinacus Georgindcz and the Red Apple , ricorda chc 
in turco ktztl ehna, letteralmente mcla rossa, e in arabo rumnuin , propriamente 
melagrana, significano indirettaniente la Nunva Roma o Costantinopoli, forsę 
per assimilazionc dcli’arabo rummdn al terminc al-Ruman, proveniente per 
trafiła dotta dal latino “romanus". La profezia cinquecentesca di Georgievicz, 
predice la rovina della melagrana, cioe di Costantinopoli o delPimpcro turco. 
Lo scritto ha successo, e la profezia e popolarc nel secolo XVII, quando inizia 
la parabola discendcnte della potenza strategica oitomana. Si doveva 
menzionare anche E. Rossi, “La leggenda turco-bizantina del Porno Rosso”, 
Studi biz. e neoell. , V (1939) 542-553. E un tema molto vasio altorno al quale si 
scoprono continuamente nuovi documcnti. Cfr A. Carile, “Une prophetie 
inedite en Neo-Grec et en Venitien sur la chutc dc PEmpire Ottoman”, Byz. 
Forschungen XVII (1991) 31-45. 

Nel quarto saggio PA. studia Pcvolversi delPatteggiamcnto occidentale 
verso Plslam, aliraverso le varie traduzioni del Corano. Dalia Doctrina 
Mahumet , a Robert di Kctlon, a Bibliander, ad Andrca Arrivabene, a Guillaume 
Postel, J. A. de Savary, W. Bedwell, M. Baudier, a E. Pococke, A. du Ryer, L. 
MatTacci, H. Prideaux, J.H. Hottinger, R. Simon, Voltairc, fino al nostro secolo 
eon J. H. Mordtmann. 

II libro, eon il suo discorso sui rapporti, non propriamente pacifici, fra 
mondo cristiano e niondo islamico c per la vastita delle conoscenze, frutto di 
lunga famiJiarita eon le fonti, costituisce una lettura stimolante. 


V. Poggi S.J. 
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Liturgica 

Commentary on the Divine Liturgy by Xosrov Anjewac‘i. Translated wilh an 
introduction by S. Peter Cowe. (Armenian Church Classics. A 
Publication of the Department of Religious Education, Diocese of the 
Armenian Church) St. Vartan Press, New York 1991, pp. vii + 263. 

The Armenian Patarag or Divine Liturgy is one of the least studied 
eucharistic services of Eastem Chrisiendom. I know of only one major work on 
the topie in recent years, a doctoral dissertation written in East-Germany before 
«die Wende»: Friederike Kokert, Sowrb Patarag — “Heiliges Opfer ." Texte 
und Untersuchung zur Liturgie der Armenischen Apostolischen Orthodoxen 
Kirche. Dissertation (A) der Fakultiit fiir Theologie des Wisscnschaftlichen 
Rates der Martin-Luther-Universitat Halle-Wittenberg zur Erlangung des 
akademischen Grades doctor theologiae (Dr. theol.), Halle/Saale 1986. Part II of 
this thesis (pp. 110-263) givcs the historical evolution of the Armenian Patarag 
insofar as it can be ascertained frorn the available sources without delving into 
the ms tradition. This was done in pan in the stilJ standard J. Catergian and J. 
Dashian, Die Liturgien bei den Armeniern (in Armenian, Vienna 1897). But 
that work is now outdated, and a systematic study of the ms tradition awaits 
soine enterprising doctoral candidate. 

Of the extant classic commentators on the Armenian liturgy, only three deal 
with the eucharist. The earliest is Xosrov Anjewac'i (t 965), bishop of 
Anjewac‘ik‘ from around 950, who also wrote a commentary on the Divine 
Office. This is the only Patarag commentary for which a complete translation, 
in Latin, has been available: P. Vetter, Chosroae niagni episcopi monophysitici 
Explicatio precuni missae, (Freiburg im B. 1880). The long and critically 
important Meknut‘iwn Srhoy Pataragi of the young (he was 24 in 1177, at the 
time of writing) Nerses Lambronac‘i (1168/9-1198) — i.e.. of Lambron — 
bishop of Tarsus in Cilicia (1180/81-1198) has been published only in 
Armenian (Venice 1847). A French translation for SC, in preparation for 
decades, is yet to see the light of day, though sections of this commentary have 
appeared in translation in various studies: Alcuni spuarci dcl Commentario di S. 
N. Lambronen.se sulla Liturgia Armena (Vcnczia 1851); E. Dulaurier, Receuil 
des historiens des croisades. Documents anneniens, vol. 1 (Paris 1859). 
569-78; Claudio Gugerotti, L'interazione dei ruoli in ima celebrazione come 
mistagogia («Caro Salutis Cardo», Studi, 8, Istituto di Liturgia Pastorale, 
Abbazia di S. Giustina, Edizioni Messagero Padova 1991) passim. The third 
commentary, found in codex Paris ann. 29, is basically a 12th c. compilation 
from the other iwo by Yovhannes Arćiśec‘i. In addition, an 8th c. commentary 
on the lectionary is available in a modern edition: Grigori Arsaruni, Meknufiwn 
Ent‘erc'uacoc‘ (Bibliotheque armćnienne de la Fondation Calouste Gulbenkian, 
S. Lazzaro, Venice 1964). The other commentators, sonie of them from the turn 
of the 7-8th c., deal with the Divine Office, an area often neglected in other 
traditions especially at that early datę (p. 25; cf. R.F. Taft, The Liturgy of the 
Hours in East and West , Collcgcvillc 1986, 219-20). 
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In the Iight of this mcager list of critical editions of primary sources or their 
translations, to say nothing of scholarly studies, S.P. Cowc’s rc-edition — the 
Armenian text rcproduces the Venice cdition of 1869 — with English 
translation of this seminal primary source is most welcome. Xosrov’s 
significance for the history of the liturgy cannot be overestimated. He is the first 
witness to the Armenian Anaphora of St. Athanasius, the formulary which 
would eventually become the only Armenian eucharistic prayer in use. 

Cowe’s extensive and rich imroduction is excellent. He first locates Xosrov 
within the context of his times. For Armenians then and later, from the religious 
standpoint this meant holding off the Persians and those who succeeded them, 
and coping with the powerful Christian neighbor on their doorstep, Byzantium. 
Since Chalcedon (451) Byzantium had had doctrinal diffcrences with the 
Armenians, and sińce Trullo (692) had turned inward, consolidating its own 
forces while turning its face against the different usages of its principal 
neighbors. the Armenians and the Latin West. The Armenians, by contrast, 
were remarkably open to the uses of other nations, absorbing Latin and 
Byzantine customs without a murmur. Xosrov’s own reccptivity often led him 
to be considered a Chalcedonian, as were numerous Armenian ecclesiastics, 
including Nerses Lambronac‘i, in the centuries after that dolorous 
misunderstanding. Xosrov’s method, style, theology, and the commcntaiors 
who succeeded hitn, all receive separate and exccllcnt treatmcni from C. But the 
centerpiece of his introduction, for me at least, is "2. Xosrov and the Shape of 
the Armenian Liturgy” (pp. 19-50), easily the best ireatise on the Armenian 
eucharist available in English — astonishingly so for this reviewer, long inured 
to the silly things that even good scholars without expetli.se in liturgiology 
sometiines write on the topie. This section alonc makes the volume worthwhile: 
hereafter no one with any scrious interest in Armenian liturgy will be able to do 
without C’s work. Especially useful is his translation of a crucial passage of the 
commentary on the hours by Catholicos Yovhannes Ójnec‘i (ca. 650-728) 
concerning the Ćasu -am. This Armenian midday hour or ”synaxis” ( ćas means, 
antong other things, the midday repast) is a scrvicc analogous to the Byzantine 
Typika (= Slavonic Izobraziltelnye or Obedniccr, cf. J. Mateos, OCA 
191:68-71, which C. miglit have found useful to cite in this context). This 
Palestinian service (cf. Mateos, ST 233:47-76, esp. 54-55) is not only one morę 
proof of the strong hagiopolite influence in the formation of the Armenian Rite, 
as ainply demonstrated by Renoux’s monumental work on the lectionary (PO 
35.1, 36.2, 44.4; cf. Bibliothcca Ephemerides Liturgicae Subsidia 7:257-288). It 
also enables C. (pp. 24-28) to provide the possible key to an aspect of Xosrov’s 
commentary that has long puzzled students of Armenian liturgy: the fact that 
Xosrov begins his commentary abruptly with the interccssions following the 
lections and creed, without a word about the enarxis (p. 97, no. 1). As C. notes 
(p. 25), Xosrov’s commentary on the eucharist was meant to be accompanied by 
his similar treatment of the hours: both were conceived as a single work cven if 
they have always becn published separately. It is there, in the commentary on 
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the Divine Office, that Xosrov treats the enarxis materiał which at that datę 
seems not to have been viewcd as a permanent fixture of the Purarag. 

If certain problems in the ms iradition (pp. 23-24) make a critical edition of 
Xosrov imperative, C’s commentary on the commentary will doubtless rcmain 
standard for some tinte to eonie. He is to be congraiulaled, too, for making this 
work “user-friendly” by writing clearly, citing the best relevant literaturę, 
providing indices, and even taking care to furnish cross-references to Tiran 
Nersoyaifs Armenian-English edition of the Pataragamatoyc ‘ (New York 
1950) or Missal (p. 93 and passim), the best easily availabie text for the reader 
unable to copc with Grabar or Classical Armcnian. 

I wclcome with enthusiasni this cxcellent new series, “Armenian Church 
Classics,” an enterprise of the Armenian Apostolic Church in the United States. 
Like all otlier Eastern Christian conimunities in the diaspora, the Armenians 
face the need to develop a library of religious literaturę that will open up the 
riches of their ancient iradition to those of their faithful who are morę 
comfortable in the vernacular of their adopted land. and who at any ratę do not 
know Grabar. The great pastor and scholar Archbishop Tiran Nersoyan 
(1904-1989) of blessed memory, whom this rcviewer had the privilege of 
knowing, grasped this problem during his episcopacy in New York and with his 
studics and translaiions laid the foundations on which this series now builds. 
This volunie is suitably dedicated to him. 

I inight suggest to the editors of the series that in futurę volumcs they use 
the spacc on the back cover to give the reader a brief biography of the modem 
authors/editors/translators like S. P. Cowe who enrich us with the gift of their 
scholarship. 


R. F. Taft, S.J. 


A Classifted Bibliography on the East Syrian Liiurg\/Lct bibliographie 
ekissijiee de la liturgie syrienne orientale. Edited by Pierre Yousif with 
the collaboration of P. Kannookadan, A. Kollaparampil, M. Kumpackal. 
MarThoma Yogam (The St Thomas Christian Fcllowship) Ronie 1990, 
pp. xxxi + 155. 

This excellcnt and most useful bibliography will fili a real need. It was 
prepared by Chaldean Catholic Chorbishop Pierre Yousif, professor of East 
Syrian Liturgy and Syriac Pairology at the Pontifical Oricntal Institute, with the 
assistance of three of his docioral students, aJl of them Syro-Malabar Catholic 
priests studying at the same Institute, where the bibliography may be obtained. 
It has the advamage of making available to a wider public, scattered private 
bibliographics prepared for courscs at the Oriental Institute, such as this 
rcviewer’s extensive bibliography on the Liturgical Ycar. Such bibliographics 
deal with particular topics. This one, comprising sonie 3000 titles, is the firsl 
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comprehensive classified bibliography of the ihree existing liturgical usages — 
Chaldean, Assyrian, and Syro-Malabar — with roots in the East Syrian 
liturgical heritage of Mesopotamia. The book concludes with a uselul appendix 
listing the addresses of 26 libraries with important collcctions of Syriac 
manuscripts, and an alphabetical index of authors whosc works have bcen 
included in the topically classified bibliography. 

This publication of the Mar Thoma Yogam is but one morę sign of the vigor 
and initiative of the Indian Catholic students in Ronie. That, in tum, is but a 
mirror of the extraordinary vitality of the “Thomas Christians,” those Indian 
Christian Churches with apostolic roots in Kerala, which has borne such fruii in 
holiness and zeal both in the past and in modern times. Their docioral students 
in liturgy at the Oriental Institute, most of them under the direction of Prof. 
Yousif, havc gradually been working their way through the Syriac sources of 
their liturgical tradition. Their disscrtations are providing a rich library of 
studies in English on the incomparable East Syrian tradition. an essential 
ancient component of their Indian Christian heritage. No futurę liturgical or 
spiritual renewal of this heritage will have any validity without taking account 
of this foundation. 

Apart from a fcw stylistic peculiarities, my only objection — really a cavil 
— to this welcome and hereaftcr indispensable research mol concerns the 
subtitles, all of which are given first in English, then in Ercnch. It is difficuh to 
understand the purpose of this duplication in a multi-lingual bibliography. 
Surely, no reader incapablc of handling both those prime languages of 
conteniporary scholarly writing on castern Christian liturgy will find any use for 
this work! 


R. F. Taft, S.J. 


Suor Maria Donadeo, Uanno liturgico bizontino. Morcelliana, Bescia 1991, pp. 

240. 

Sister Maria Donadeo of the Russian Catholic Dormition ( Uspenskij ) 
Monastery in Ronie has already madę major contributions to the growing body 
of religious literaturę in Italian on the Byzantine spiritual and liturgical heritage. 
Prayers, prayers to the Mother of God, the Cross, the Great Feasts of the 
Byzantine liturgical cycle, icons, icons of the Mother of God, icons of Christ, 
icons of the saints, Russian Marian iconography, havc all been subjected to her 
accurate, nuanced, always ecumenical reflection study, and — morę important 
— to her prayerful spiritual contemplation. For these topics cannot be grasped 
through study and reading alone, but only through the cyes of faith via that 
constant |if \e rei u or lectio divina tauglit by the Faihcrs of East and West as the 
wellspring of our prayer. 
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The present volume is straightforward and easy to use even for one with no 
previous initiation into the intricacies of the Byzantine typikon. After a short 
prcsentation of the Byzantine festive cycles, the author goes directly to the heart 
of all Christian festivity, the paschal cycle, including its lenten preparation and 
its pentecostal extension. This thematic is central, recurring again and again 
every Sunday in the dominical cycle of the Oktoechos throughout the year. In 
Byzantine usage only the greatest mysteries of Salvation History are allowed to 
intrude on this central paschal mystery. Reflections on the sanctoral conclude 
the volunie, and suitably. For the saints, contrary to what some nright think, do 
not detract from the centrality of the dominical cycle. They are but signs of the 
ongoing presence of the Lord’s paschal mystery evcr victorious in the Church 
though the workings of His Spirit. The author’s medilation on the Byzantine 
festivities is enriched throughout with translations of prayers and hymns that 
illustrate the great power and concentration of this Eastcr-centered liturgical 
spirituality, and a list of the Byzantine liturgical books and a glossary of tcrms 
are appendcd to the volume. 

We are indebted to Sr. Maria for sharing with us the rich fruit of her 
monastic contemplation in the true spirit of eastern monasticism, withdrawn 
from but always open to the world in need of the Slovo isiiny , the Word of 
Truth. 


R. F. Taft, S.J. 


Ernst Hammerschmidt, Studies in the Ethiopic Anaphoras , (Athiopistiche 
Forschungen. Herausgegeben von Ernst Hammerschmidt. Band 25), 2nd 
Revised Edition. Franz Sicincr Verlag, Wiesbaden GMBH Stuttgart 
1987, pp. 181. 

E. Hammerschmidt ha pubblicato originariamente questi studi sulle anafore 
etiopiche, nel 1968 (Berliner Byzaniinistische Arbeitcn, Bd 25) c, a distanza di 
vent'anni, ne da una seconda cdizione. Siccomc, a suo tempo, la rivista non ha 
pubblicato una recensione, e bene lo faccia su questa edizionc riveduta. 

II libro, percorre le varie anafore della tradizione etiopica (pp. 13-36) dando 
una breve descrizione di ciascuna, segnalandone i mss nelle biblioteche 
europee, le eventuali edizioni o traduzioni. 

L’A. si interessa anche della “pre-anafora”, indicandone le parti piń 
importanti. Tuttavia, segnalando gli elementi della Liturgia della Parola (o 
“Liturgia dci Catecumeni", eonie l’A. preferisce chiamarla), non accenna al 
Mesbak (= Prokeimenon) (p. 51), che precede immediatamente il Vangelo, 
elemento a nostro awiso importantc, presente in ogni liturgia in cui si legga il 
Vangelo. 
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Forsę, Ie anafore della Chiesa etiopica si possono classificare come anafore 
di traduzione fedele (degli Apostoli, Testamentum Domini, ecc.,), di traduzione 
libera, e di composizione locale (di Atanasio, Maria di Ciriaco, ecc.,). 

Alla breve descrizione di ogni anafora, ne segue una di ogni elemcnto 
d&WAkwiitet (p. 36s). Cosi e infatti generalmente designata 1’anafora (da 
Akwdtd/a’kwdtći = celebrare le lodi, rendere grazie). Tale temiine si precisa 
ulteriormente ąuando e accompagnato dal vocabolo Q w drban (da qdrbd\ 
presentare, offrire fsacrificio]). Quindi la Messa viene considerata eonie una 
oblazione di ringraziamento. 

Non manca la segnalaz.ione delFimpiego di ciascuna anafora lungo J’anno 
liturgico. Anche per quanto riguarda anafore rimaste manoscrittc e non usatc 
attualmente nella liturgia l’A. vi accenna, indicando, magari la bibliografia o 
localizzando il rispettivo manoscritto o 1’edizionc. Le anafore che l’A. 
considera sono 20. Di ąueste, 14 sono in uso nella Chiesa Etiopica Ortodossa 
(le altre 6, perdute o considerate apocrife). Delie stesse 20, ne sono in uso 17 
nella Chiesa Cattolica di rito etiopico. Lc 3 rimanenti, di Nostra Signora di 
Gregorio (p. 25), la seconda di Gregorio (p. 26), la breve di S. Cirillo (p. 31) 
non sono riconosciute ne dalPuna, tle dalJ’alira Chiesa. Perció, delle qualtro 
anafore mariane soltanto due sono in uso: quella di Ciriaco in ambedue le 
Chiese, Ortodossa e Cattolica; quella detta di Giyorgis invece soltanto presso i 
Cattolici. 

L’A. studia ogni anafora, soffermandosi su qualcuna, per es. quella mariana 
di Ciriaco e quella atlribuita a S. Atanasio. per citare le piu iniportanti. Nel 
capitolo 3° esamina il problema delle attribuzioni e della data di redazione, 
partendo naturalmente dalia critica interna del testo. Infatti, elenienti poetici, 
strutture peculiari e riferimenti a conflitti inlerni nel paese, sono tipici delle 
anafore di produzione locale. La menzione nel testo, di alcuni scrittori antichi, 
non suggerisce all’ A. che tali anafore siano di origine non etiopica. 

L'influsso di antiche Chiese delFOricnte, in specie della greco-ellenistico- 
siriaca (alFinizio) e di quella copta (successivamente) nel testo liturgico della 
Chiesa etiopica, sembra trovare conferma dalia presenza di alcune formę, 
strutture e dialoghi nella Y Akwdtetći q w drhan (degli Apostoli, di Giovanni, 
Giacomo fratello del Signore, dei 318 Padli, di Marco, ecc.). 

Non sempre tutte le anafore maniengono la classica struttura della liturgia 
(p. 77). Infatti, le due anafore mariane, di Ciriaco e di Giyorgis, salvaguardando 
la comice della tradizione liturgica, iniziano esaltando le meraviglie di Maria 
(p. 75), anziche cominciare eon YOratio theologica, cioe sono direttamente 
rivolte alla Vergine e mancano delPEpiclesi (p, 172). 

L’Anafora di Atanasio, di redazione locale, in uso soprattutto la Domenica, 
ha una peculiare attenzione al Sabato dei Cristiani (- Domenica), eon la 
personifieazione del medesimo giorno (p. 80), cui si indirizza l'invocazione. La 
sua matrice potrebbe essere giudaica, dove la personifieazione del Sabato e al 
centro della liturgia. 

Utili le tabelle comparative (p. 54-58; 74-75), gli Indici (Appendix III), e le 
bibliografie (Appendix 1, U). 
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A ąuesto proposito ritengo oppoiiuno aggiungervi: 

Paul Verghese, “Die Alhiopische Liturgische Tradition’', in Paul Verghese, 
Koplisches Christentum, (= Die Kirchen der Welt, Bd. 12), Stuttgart 1973, 
187-199.1. H. Dalmais, “La tradition apostolique et ses derivćs dans les prieres 
eucharistiques ćtiopiennes (Anaphore des Apótres et Anaphore de 
Notre-Scigneur Jesus-Christ)”, Augustinianum 20 (1980) 109-117; Getatchew 
Haile, “Religious Controversies and the Growth of Ethiopic Literaturę in the 
]4th and 15th Centuries”, OC 65 (1981) 102-136; Paulos Tzadua, “The Divine 
Liturgy According to the Rite of the Ethiopian Church”, in J. Madey (ed.), The 
Eucharistic Liturgy in the Christian East. (Paderborn 1982) 25-68; R. Beylot, 
Testamentum Domini Ethiopien, Louvain 1984; J. L. Bandres, “The Ethiopian 
Anaphora of the Apostles: Historical considcrations". Proche Orient Chretien 
36 (1986) 6-13; 

Concludendo, questo libro costituisce un valido contributo alla conoscenza 
delle anafore di tradizione ctiopica, nel cammino, non troppo avanzato, alla 
scoperta della liturgia etiopica. 


Habtemichael-Kidane, O.F.M. Cap. 


Aime-Georges Martimort, Les “ Ordines ", les Ordinaires et les Ceremortiaux. 
(Typologie des sources du moyen age Occidental, Fasc. 56, A-VI.A.J*, 
Directeur L. Genicot, Universite Catholique de Louvain — Institut 
cTetudes medićvales) Brepols, Turnhout 1991, pp. 123. Idem, Les 
lectures liturgiques et lettrs lirres (Ibid., Easc. 64, A -VI.A.l*) Brepols, 
Turnhout 1992, pp. 105. 

A.-M. Martimort, one of the great nanieś of the generation of Catholic 
liturgical scholars who were the architects of the liturgical reform of Vatican II, 
has celebrated his eightieth birthday and is still going strong. as thesc two smali 
but dense volumcs richly attest. 

The title of the series alone is enough to excite the interest of the historian of 
liturgy, for a typology or taxonomy of the sources — i.e.. the identification and 
classification of different types of liturgical books according to their contents 
and use — is of prime import in rctracing the. history of liturgical intcrchange 
and dcvelopnicni, as clcments from one tradition travel to anolher and hecome 
integrated into new anthologies to form ever-new liturgical types. The 
subdivisions of the series show the vastness of the enterprise: A. Sources 
ćcrites. VI. Sources relatives a la vie religieuse et morale. A. Sources 
liturgiqucs. 1* = Livres liturgiques (scrvant au cultc), the asterisk indicating that 
other n u ni bers belong to the same subgroup. Other subdivisions of the same 
basie section include: 2. Livrcs professionnels (manuals for pastors or curates, 
manuals of sacramental theology for priests), 3. Livres didactiques et 
scicntiliques (explanalions of the mass, sacraments, creed; popular missals for 
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the faithful, etc.), 4. Livres de devotion (prayer books, primers or hours books), 
etc. 

Fasc. 56 deals with that series of Roman books similar to what would 
evolve into the Byzantine typikon. The Ordines Romani, crucial for the liturgy 
of Romę, are treated in Part I. New materiał is added to contplement the older 
work of Andrieu. Part II treats the Ordinaries, a book likc the later Byzantine 
liturgical typika of nionastic provenance. Part III handles the Ceremonials or 
Customaries, books describing in greater detail what is found in the Ordinary, 
but, morę like a Byzantine diataxis, long on detailed rubrics without the 
indications of the liturgical propers (lections, chants, etc.) found in an Ordinary 
or typikon. In each section the author proceeds with admirable logie and 
succinctly — there is no excess verbiage — to givc, as the case reąuires, first a 
definition of the book in question, then its types, extant witnesses, problems of 
classification and interpretation, evolution, and interest for the history of 
liturgy. Especially fascinating are the elements in thc lifc of the local Church 
that M. draws front his study of these sources (part I, ch. IV. 1-2, II, ch. V, III, 
ch. II.5). 

Some studics that should be added to the bibliography of this volunie are: 
Edward B. Foley, The First Ordinary of the Royal Ahhey of St.-Denis in France 
(Paris. Bibliotheque Mazarine 526) (Spicilcgiuni Friburgense 32. Univcrsity 
Press, Fribourg, Switzerland 1991, and especially idem, “The libri ordinarii : 
An Inlroduction," Ephemerides Liturgicae 102 (1988) 129-137, and the sources 
cited there. And on the topie of thc stations one would havc expected a 
referencc to J. F. Baldovin’s classic study (OCA 228). 

Similar work, if still embryonic, is alrcady underway for the Byzantine Rite 
here in the Liturgy Section of the Faculty of Eastern Christian Studies at the 
Pontifical Oriental Institute, for the typikon (see A.-A. Thiemieyer “Das 
Typikon-ktetorikon und sein literaihistorischer Konlext,” in OCP 58, 1992, 
475-513, front the licentiate thesis under the direction of R. Taft) and thc 
euchologion. The latter was not one uniform book: no iwo euchology 
manuscripts are the same. But ongoing studies in the euchology, especially by 
my colleague Miguel Arranz S.J. and doctoral students under his direction, are 
gradually elaborating a niorc nuanced taxonomy of the euchology manuscripts 
(e.g., to name only the most rcccnt: S.J. Koster, Das Euchologion Sevastianov 
474 [X/XI Jhdt.] der Staatsbibliothek Lenin in Moskait , dircctor M. AtTanz, 
defended 20.xi.91, unpublished; A.-A. Thicrmeyer, Das Euchologion Ottoboni 
gr. 434 lPalastina 1174/75], director R. Taft, defended I.iv.92, extract 
published; S. Parenti, L'Eucologio manoscritto Gb IV [X secolo] della 
Biblioteca di Grottaferrata. Edizione, in preparation, director M. Arranz). 

This work on individual ntss is gradually moving towards the Identification 
of “interpretative keys” — giveaway clues — permitting thc classification of 
the ms as of this, not that type, age, provenance. These resulls nuance and 
extend criteria previously advanced by scholars sucli as thc late Dom Anselm 
Strittmatter O.S.B., of St. Anselm’s Abbey in Washington. D.C., and A. Jacob, 
for distinguishing various families and redactions of euchology manuscripts. 
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and Constantinopolitan sources from those of the Byzantine “liturgical 
periphery” (the expression is S. Parenti’s) — chiefly the monastic centers of 
Southern Italy and Mt. Sinai before the predominance of Mt. Athos in the later 
period. 

Fasc. 64 deals with the liturgical lections and the books that contain them. 
They evolve from Bibles with marginal notations to aid their use in the 
liturgical proclamation of the Word, a use aided by incipit-desinit pericope lists 
like those in early eastem books such as the so-called lectionaries of Jerusalem 
in Syriac, Armenian, Georgian, Arabie, or the Byzantine Synaxarion- 
Kanonarion; to the development of full-blown lectionaries in the proper sense 
of the term: the actual text of scriptural pericopcs arranged no longer in biblical 
order, but in the order in which they are used in the liturgical cycle. Included 
here are the homiliaries and hagiographical lectionaries for use in the Divine 
Office. 

Herc, too, apart from the massive work of scholars like M. Tarchni§vili, G. 
Garitte, A. Renoux on the Jcrsualem lectionary, similar work for the Byzantine 
lectionary mss bas been largely the province of scripture scholars and 
musicologists, most notably though not exclusively in the University of 
Chicago series, Studies in the lectionary Text of the Greek New Testament , and, 
for the Prophetologion or Old Testament lectionary, at Copenhagen by the 
group working on the Monumentu Musicce Byzantince series. For the 
hagiographical and patrisiic lections in the Synaxarion, A. Ehrhard, 
Uberliefening u. Bestand der hagiographischen u. homiletischen Literatur der 
griechischen Kirche , 3. vols. (Leipzig 1937-52) remains standard. 

On the negative side, the absencc of alphabetical indices in such reference 
works is intolerable. 

One can not overestimate the importance for the history of liturgy of this 
tedious work of sifting, defining, ordering, grouping, classifying of sources. 
Without this, the mere critical cditing of mss does little but save one a trip to the 
library to read the original. I only hope that Msgr. Martimort’s productivity will 
continue to enrich us in the futurę, as it has in the past, ad multos annosl 

R. F. Taft, S.J. 


Brian D. Spinks, The semetus in the eucharistic prayer. Cambridge University 
Press, Cambridge - New York - Poił Chester - Melbourne - Sydney 
1991, pp. xiii + 260. 

It is a truism that the Sanctus derives ullimately from Is 6:3. But whence, 
where, how it got into the anaphora remains a mysiery. Though I do not think 
evcn this excellent book solvcs the problem satisfactorily, it is the best study on 
the topie to datę. Spinks, always carclul, thorough, erudite, exainines here the 
topie irom every possible point of view, and does it well. But we have come to 
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expect no less from Brian Spinks, well-known Anglican liturgiologist knowl- 
edgeable in eastern and western sources alike, and already a major voicc in 
contemporary liturgical scholarship. 

No stranger to revi.sioni.sm, S. rejects previous theories and opts for Syria 
and Palestine as thc point of entry for the Sanctus into the anaphora. Such a 
conclusion is not drawn lightly. S. has been combing eastern anaphoras for 
many years, and the Sanctus has been an element in his studies for morę than a 
decade, thus putting him in the direct linę of succession to his Anglican 
forebears, as he hiniself points out in his Prefacc (ix). The Sanctus problem has 
especially exercised the Anglicans, and so this book lies on the fault-line 
running from E.C. Ratcliff ihrough A.H. Couratin, who was influenced by 
Ratcliff and passed the bug on to S. 

After a revicw of current theories on how and where the Sanctus entered the 
anaphora in the first place (1-7) — “the Egyptian theory” of G. Dix, reinforced 
by G. Kretschmar, that it originated in 3rd c. Egypt; “the climax theory,” also of 
G. Dix reinforced by Ratclff, Couratin, and numerous others (this theory has 
had considerable appeal) that the Sanctus orighially concluded an embryonic 
eucharistic prayer comprising only Prefacc (thanksgiving) and Sanctus — S. 
gets down to business. Part I (chaps. 1-3) ireats the Sanctus in the OT (ch. 1), in 
the non-biblical sources of the Jewish tradition, especially of prayer and 
worship (ch. 2), and in early Christian documents (ch. 3). As one would have 
expected, “the various Jewish uses and associations of the [biblical] 
trisagion . . . persisted in Christianity” (54), and S. offers, with all due caveats, 
altemative possibilities to the almost automatically presumed priority of 
synagogue berakot as the source of Jewish influence on Christian usage. 

Part II (chaps. 4-6) then deals with the Sanctus in “the East-Syrian and 
Syro-Byzaniine eucharistic prayers” (ch. 4), in “thc Egyptian and Western 
eucharistic prayers” (ch. 5), tlien returns to the issues raised in the Preface , 
“The possible origins of the sanctus in the eucharistic prayer” (ch. 6). 

Part III deals with later developments in East and West right up to the 
present (chaps. 7-9), to concludc with “The sanctus in perspectivc” (ch. 11), an 
excellent analysis that brings abstruse scholarship to meet contemporary 
worship and theology. Karl Barth once said that a theologian must have the 
Bibie in one hand and the daily newspaper in the other. Anglican liturgical 
scholars are in generał quite adept at this, perhaps because they have pastorał 
experience, and S. docs it as well as any. 

I shall leave Parts I and III to reviewers morę competent in the areas, and 
focus on Part II, which is of greater interest to OCP readers, and, in my view, is 
the core of the study. S. insists as his point of departure that “Ultimately the 
question of the origins of the sanctus cannot be divorced from the question of 
the origin or origins of the eucharistic prayer in which it is found" (104). That is 
coiTcct methodology, insofar as one cannot prescind from any available data in 
our search for a solulion. But I doubt its validity as a liermeneutical principlc. 
The Sanctus could have been interpolated into some anaphoras after they were 
forrned, into others in thc proccss of composition, after the Sanctus had become 
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a fixed element of the anaphoral structure morę or less everywherc. Textual 
analysis alone has not yet yiekled definitive Solutions to any of the outstanding 
questions, not even to deciding which anaphoras had the Sanctus from the start, 
and in which it is a later interpolation. If that is true, 1 do not see how the above 
principle would in all cases be henneneutically relevant. And though Spinks 
argues well that the Sanctus could have becn inteipolated under different kinds 
of Jewish inspiration: the OT, >nerkavah mysticism, synagogue or Yotser 
ąedussot (116), in different ways in different placcs, I have doubts aboul that 
finał point. In my view, explained in detail in my recent study of the same 
problem (OCP 58, 1992, 83-121), ii is elear not only that the Sanctus is not 
original to the anaphora, but that its later interpolation everywhere into the same 
part of the anaphora betrays unmistakably the relatedness and intcrdependence 
of all anaphoral Sanctus traditions. So different Christian traditions may have 
been inspired to utilize the Sanctus in prayer — even liturgical prayer — by 
different aspects of the Judaic heritage. But their interpolation of the Sanctus 
into the anaphora, was, I think, inspired by whoevcr did it first. 

Who that was is tnoot. As I said above, S’s impressively erudite scholarship 
and careful, step-by-step sifting and analysis of the sources. each in its proper 
context, leads him to conclude that the anaphoral Sanctus first shows its head in 
the Syrian liturgical realm: 

As far as the place of origins is concerned, in the Egyptian and Roman 
traditions, the sanctus would seem to be a later addition to the sense of the 
anaphora, though the Egyptian unique use remains an enigma. Our exaniples 
of eucharistic prayers where the sanctus seems to be an integral part of the 
prayer are Jerusalem, Cappadocia or North Syria, and Edessa. It may have 
been integral to the anaphora at Aniioch, but our Information herc is too 
sparse. The evidence points to the Syrian part of the Church, and those later 
anaphoras which stem from that area. Oncc includcd, it prcsutnably became 
a popular congregational acclamation and gradually canie to feature in all 
anaphoras as part of the initial praise of God — evcn when, as in the case of 
the Roman canon, it had no logical conicxt. Egypt, however, devcloped its 
own utiique supplicatory use of lhc sanctus (116). 

I do not agree with this view. The Sanctus is invariably integrated into the 
anaphoral text at sonie point between the opening praise and the institution 
narrative. The literary form of this integration differs from tradition to tradition, 
and sometimes even within prayers of the same anaphoral type. Only in 
Egyptian anaphoras is the Sanctus fully integral to the very structure of the 
prayer from the start. The early emergence, and constant tradition thereafter, of 
the irreducibly distinct Egyptian Sanctus form without Benedictus, fully 
integrated, via the pleni/vere-plemiiii/imple structure, into the native Egyptian 
first epiclesis which follows the Sanctus immcdiately, points, I think, to an early 
datę for the integration of the Sanctus into the Egyptian-type anaphora, possibly 
as early as the second half of the third century. So I lean to the conclusion that 
the Sanctus in Egypt is very early, probably earlier than elsewhere, though of 
course 1 cannot prove it. 

In otlier eastem prayers the Sanctus is inserted at various points in the 
thanksgiving nairative: betore creation, alter creation, after the creation of the 
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world but before the creation of man, at the end of the entire 
praise-thanksgiving. For these striking differences between the Alcxandrian 
Sanctus setting and what we see in eastern anaphoras of Antiochene stamp, one 
can suggest various explanations. My own best guess would be that the 
anaphoral Sanctus, originally without Benedictus, first appeared in Egypt, 
whence Palestine and Antiochia reccived it. The Antiochenes insened ii morc 
or less successfully into the existing Antiochene anaphoral structure of praise 
and thanks for creation, adding to it the primitive Antiochene Benedictus of Ezk 
3:12 in imitation of the synagogue Yotser. At a later datę, the creation motif 
recedes, the Arian crisis provokes a trinitarian reinterpretation of the Sanctus, 
the presanctus bccomcs a praise of the Trinity, and the Sanctus becontes 
trinitarian. That is how we find it in Tlieodore of Mopsuestia, Cat. 16, 6, 36 (ST 
145:543-4, 591). and in the later trinitarian glosses of Addai and Mari (OCP 32, 
1966, 360-63) and the Greek Anaphora of St. James (PO 26.2:200), showing 
that thcsc Antiochene developmcnts ultimately affecled the hagiopolite and 
Syrian traditions too. Tltis, in turn, facilitatcd the substitution of the 
christological Benedictus of Mt 21:9 for the morc primitive Antiochene 
Benedictus texts of Ezk 3:12 and Rom l :25, 9:5. 

At any ratę I cannot bclieve that the Sanctus could have landcd 
independenlly, in both Egypi and elsewhere, in basically the same place in the 
shape of the anaphora, between the praise and institution account. But could not 
the Egyptian anaphoral Sanctus be a revision of an earlier Syrian one? The 
evidence does not permit one to excludc the possibility that the Egyptians 
reworked the Syrian Sanctus on the basis of their native Origenist exegesis of Is 
6:2-3, and only later referred to the Trinity ihe Sanctus and Sancta sanctis 
response, as in Theodore of Mopsuestia, Horn. 16. 23 (ST 145:569). But I think 
the pcculiar Egyptian form, understandiiig, and liturgical setting of the Sanctus 
are so early and so distinct as to weaken this view. 

So I will stand pat, but without the least pretence at thinking I have proven 
my point or disprwen S's hypothcsis. Howevcr, 1 would not wish to have my 
hypothesis treated with the casual dismissal S. offers to Georg Kretschmar, by 
anyone’s standards one of the major scholars on early liiurgy in our time. 
Kretschmar, too, favors the Egyptian connection, on which S. comments, “Dix 
had created a false trail which Kretschmar followed — not unlikc Winnie the 
Pooh and Piglet in the hunt for the woozle” (4). I am surę S. means that as 
harmless good humor, but it sounds unfairly disntissive. Kretschmar (Studien 
zur fruhchristlichen Trinitćitstheologie [Beiiriige zur historischen Theologie 21] 
Tiibingen 1956) did not just follow Dix’s iracks but re-examined all the 
evidence in the greatest detail, as did S. himsclf, and, I might add. as I did too. 
Kretschmar and Taft may be wrong — but neither of them ever followed 
anyone blindly. Judicet lector. 

On the negative side, one correction: the lianie is Ernst Kiihlcr. with Umlaut, 
not Kahlcr (100, 244, 256), without. One suggestion: occasionally S. argues 
trom a tcxt without citing it lully enough to permit the reader to follow the 
argument without having recourse to a copy of the text — e.g., Addai and Mari 
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on pp. 59-61. This should be avoided: whatever is necessary to understand a 
work should be contained in it. One ery of alarm: the book is very beautifully 
produced except for the Greek texts in transliteration (e.g., 114-20 passim). 
That is alright for the occasional term, but not for morę extcnsive texts, which 
would be better cited in translation. If the prestigious Cambridge University 
Press is ineapable of setting Greek type, then we are indeed in a bad way for the 
futurę of studies of Christian Antiquity. 


R. F. Taft, S.J. 


Kathleen Hughes, R.S.C.J., The Mnnk's Tale. A Biography of Godfrey 
Diekmann, O.S.B. The Liturgical Press, Collegeville, Minnesota 1991, 
pp. xxiv + 383. 

Ali good biography — and this is good biography — bas to begin with a 
subjecl worth writing about, a person whose life, for bcucr or worse, is of 
imerest to someone else on eartli besides the subjeet and his or her immediate 
circle. This biography certainly fulfills that first requiremcnt. For Godfrey 
Diekmann is not only a monk in every good sense of the term, and a ntonk of 
what by anyone’s standards is one of the most important religious institutions in 
North America, St. John’s Abbey, Collegcville. Like his Benedictine brothers 
and sisters who have cared for the Germanie Catholic midwest from its 
settlement, Godfrey is a monk not only in hesychia but also in motion. A short 
list of earned epithets would include: liturgical theorist, activist, leader; editor 
of Orate Fratres/Worship\ immensely popular and effective university 
professor, public lecturer, retreat director; consultor to the Pontifical 
Preparatory Commission on the Liturgy that preceded Vatican II and then 
peritus at the council itsclf from 1963 to 1965. 

This book, then, is about a man of the great generation that laid the 
groundwork for Vatican II and then, at the council itsclf, built on this 
foundation the post-Vatican II Catholicism we know today. 1 tliink the story 
will be of most interest to those of Godfrey's own age-group and to tliose, likc 
this reviewer, of the “in-between generation,” old enough to have had a 
complete adult experiencc of Catholic liturgical and religious life before 
Vatican II, young enough to havc exulted in the changes as they occurred, but 
too young to have been in on the action at Vatican II itself, 

Apart from this special-intcrest readership, others will find here a charming 
biography about a wonderful man. Had Godfrey Diekmann been born Irish he 
would have been a leprechaun. And that not just because, in spite of his size — 
Godfrey is a man-sized man — there is an elf-like quality about him. Like 
leprechauns, who, if caught. rcveal the hidden treasure trove. Godfrey, caught 
by God to be a monk, has uncovercd for generations of studenis and colleagues 
the treasure trovc of our heritage. 
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Even beyond Godfrey Diekmann the man, this is a book that was waiting to 
be written: a history of the Liturgical Movement culminating in Vatican II and 
its aftermath, from an American point of view. Not that the authors point of 
departure is limiting. Everyone writes from a point of view, and all viewpoints 
are limiting in that being this, thcy cannot also be that, point of view. 
Americans are incessantly treated to writings about their country and society 
from an outsider’s point of view that could often be characteriz.ed as 
“inventing” America rather than describing it. Rarely is the American sccne, 
and even morę rarely the American Catholic scene, reported front abroad in a 
way that is unbiascd, to say nolhing of sympathctic. The “heresy of 
Antericanism” under Leo XIII, a wholly Europcan invention, rcmains 
paradigmatic for the American Catholic sccne. I bring Lip the matter only 
because a recent European review of this book criticiz.ed it for telling the story 
from an American point of view. What other point of view should an American 
author have? An Albanian point of view? 

In a sense, only an American author could have written a worthy biography 
of Godfrey, quintcsscntially midwestern American despite, nay, ntaybe because 
of his solid German Catholic roots. To the Europcan reader, the young Godfrey 
in Europę ntay secnt likc a fisli out of water, rcfrcshingly boyish if a bit naive. 
But his reactions to the curial machinations at Vatican II. if naive, rellect the 
character of a person who is open, friendly, simple and good, without guile, and 
the reader cannot help but share in Godfrey's glee when he has been able to 
play a role in pushing through some reform important for the futurę of pastorał 
liturgy. 

Here, too, perhaps only an American author could have placed in relief an 
area where, along with religious freedom and ecumenism, Americans wcrc 
abreast of and in sonie cases ahead of their Europcan counterparts: pastorał 
liturgy. “Pastorał” is where the rubber hits the road. Pastorał is about people, 
not about libraries and manuscripts and abstract theories that sound beautilul in 
French but ncvcr sec the light of day at Sunday Mass in the local parish. The 
Europcan liturgical experts surcly outshone the Americans in scholarship. But 
in liturgy, as in politics, Europę remains long on theory and short on 
implementation. If in need of persuasion, just go to Sunday Mass at Solesmes. 

History nowadays is acccleratcd, and many of Godfrey's battles will seem 
unreal to those too young to have lought in the wars. But they were by no 
nieans unreal to those in the trenches, as this book brings out in lively and 
uncluttered prose characteristic of good American writing. 

I have been privileged to know Godfrey. Take my word for it, he is worth 
knowing, even if only through this book. So are the others who were in the 
battle with him, Virgil Michel O.S.B., Gerald Ellard S.J., Michael Mathis 
C.S.C., Martin Hellriegel, Reynold Hillenbrand, H.A. Reinhold, Shawn 
Sheehan, William Leonard S.J., Fredcrick R. McManus, and so many oLhers. 
All those named save the last two are already with the Lord. Some of them are 
“household names" for the liturgical establishment, some of them mighi have 
been forgotten were it not for books like this. Worth knowing, too, are 
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Godfrey‘s brother monks al St. John’s Abbcy, one of the major behind-the-lines 
logistical supports for just about every important Catholic campaign sińce its 
founding. 

Here, as with everything in life, one of the basie ąuestions is: “Are you part 
of the problem or pan of the solution?” Godfrey, St. John’s, and company are 
part of the solution. Let us hope that some day the same can be said of the rest 
of us engaged in the great liturgical enterprise of our times. 

R. F. Taft, S.J. 


Moralia 

Basilio Petra’, Tra cielą e terra: lntroduzione alla morale ortoclossa 
contemporanea, Edizioni Dehoniane, Bologna 1991, pp. 284. 

Quando S. Tyszkiewicz pubblicó Len moralintes russes, Romę 1951, Topera 
fu apprezzata fi no a un ceno punto. Era infatti lavoro pionieristico, su territorio 
sconosciuto all’ Occidente. L;i situazione non e molto divcrsa oggi. 

II presente volume si occupa delFidentita e delle fonii della teologia morale 
ortodossa; del rapporto tra magistero e teologia, poi, della capacita della morale 
ortodossa «di proporre e di fondare nornic morali» (p. 10). Ma il suo autore, 
sacerdote cattolico di origine greca, professore M' Alfonnianum e al P.I.O., e 
conscio di colmare un “vuoto”. La pubblicistica occidentale ignora la teologia 
morale ortodossa contemporanea, al punto da dubitare che esista. E infatti 
opinione diffusa che la Chiesa orientale si opponga eon il suo carattere mistico, 
al legalismo cattolico. La santitii — afferma Evdokimov — t; considerata sotto 
1’aspetto “ontologico”, piuttosto che morale e la predieazione propone la 
perfezione escatologica. L’Ortodossia non sarebbc quindi interessata ai peccati 
e alle debolezze umane, bensi al loro superamento. 

Proprio il complctamento di una visione parziale delPOrtodossia ispira 
all’A. il titolo enigmatico “Tra cielo e terra". Gli ortodossi “sognano dawero il 
cielo”, proponendo a tutti i cristiani la sublime perfezione evangelica. Ma non 
lo confondono eon la tetra, riconoscendo 1’abisso delle debolezze umane e il 
fallimento del peccato. II “cielo” e costituito dalio splendore delle verita 
rivelatc. Quindi la “fonte” della morale ortodossa e tutta la tradizione viva della 
Chiesa: Parola di Dio, sacramcnti, liturgia, dogma. canoni, ascesi, iconografia, 
architcttura sacra, ecc., divcntano indieazione e prefigurazione della vera vita. 
Ma questo “cielo” scende in terra gradatamente, a piccoli passi. L’A. sottolinea 
in tal modo un elemenio indispensabile per capire un’antinomia che scandalizza 
talvolta gli occidentali, quando awertono nella prassi della Chiesa ortodossa 
una grandę dislanza fra i principi e le applieazioni concrete. Si pone allora il 
problcma delFautorita dci sacri canoni, della loro immutabilita e del loro 
rapporto eon la vita del credcnte. La parola chiave per i Greci e “economia". 
L A. ne mostra 1’attualita nelle rccenti discussioni. E un argomento 
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fondamentale c complesso, che suppone considerazioni di natura giuridica, 
teologica e storica. 

Sia pure in poche pagine, l’A. esamina i vari aspetti della ąuestione. In 
primo luogo presenta la discussione ortodossa attuale sull’economia ecclesia- 
stica. Successivamente, vede il processo di formazione della dottrina nella 
prospettiva dell’economia. Quindi ne prende in considerazione la rilettura e la 
presa di coscienza. Si interroga infine sul suo significato etico. Ma il problema 
rimarrebbe astratto se non venissero analizzate le sue ripercussioni nella vita 
concreta. L’A. mette quindi il dito sulla piaga del nostro tempo: aborto e 
contraccezione. “Cielo” e “teiTa” sono dawero lontani. 

E possibile traiTe una conclusione critica? L'A. la indica: “11 Cattolicesimo 
ha storicamente teso a dare una forma giuridica aWakribeia morale e alFideale, 
misurando a trasformare, medianie il carattere vincolante dello jus, la realta 
nell’ideale . . (p. 260). II risultato? Una distanza talvolta insuperabile fra 

]’ideale e la realta. L’Ortodossia vanta un suo carattere non legalista e una sua 
maggior attenzione alla persona concreta. Non mancano peró nella stessa 
Ortodossia gravi interferenze Icgalistiche nella realta vissuta. D’altra parte la 
prassi e esposta al rischio deH’arbitvio o del puro e semplice arrendersi alla 
realta. 

B. Petra apprez.za comunąue a ragione il contributo positivo ortodosso alla 
morale odierna. L’Ortodossia “non ha mai voluto dimcnticare che la cotidizione 
deU’uomo e fino alla fine, quella del tra ; egli e tra cielo e terra, luogo nel quale 
la potenza delFaltro si impasta eon 1’argilla di terra per generare faticosamente 
nella storia l’uomo futuro”. 

Da parte nostra, concludiamo eon un augurio: lo studio, bene awiato, merita 
di essere continuato, specialmeme nel paragone eon le tendenze personalistiche 
dei pensatori russi recenti, perche in quclle i probierni indicati cercano una 
nuova base di partenza. 


T. Śpidlik S.J. 


Oecumenica 

Iso Baumer, Mux \’on Sachsen, Prinz und Prophet. Jugend und Aitsbildung, 
Eiuscitz fiir Frieden, Gerechtigkeit und Schbpfung. Unter Mitarbeitung 
von H. Cichon. Universitatsvcrlag Freiburg Schweiz 1992, pp. 388. 

Della trilogia su Max von Sachsen. ho gia recensito il primo volume, che 
tratta di lui in quanto prete e professore (OCP 57 [1991] 235-236). Questo 
secondo volume se ne occupa in qualita di principe e profeta. II terzo volume lo 
considerera come teologo ed ecumenista. 

Nelle prime pagine di questo sccondo volume c’e 1’edizione di uno scritto 
autobiografico di Max von Sachsen che, gia settantaduenne, otto anni prima 
della morte, traccia per il registro dei professori dcl]’universita di Friburgo, 



290 


Recensiones 


dove ha insegnato, il proprio curriculum vitae. E uno sguardo di insieme che 
predispone alla proficua lettura dei capitoli storici, nei quali l'A. ricostruisce 
dettagliatamente le tappe principali della biografia del principe Max: la prima 
educazione, nella famiglia regale cui appartiene, e di cui l'A. riscostruisce 
1’albero genealogico, mostrandone i collegamenti eon le case regnanti 
d’Europa; la vocazione ecclesiastica del principe e relativa formazione 
sacerdotale; i suoi ministeri pastorali; tra cui l’attivit£i di cappellano militare, 
durante la prima guerra mondiale; predieazione e ascolto delle confessioni; sue 
concezioni pacifista ed ecologica. 

Infatti il principe Max, mentre si prodiga, anche a rischio della sua 
incolumita, nel ministero sacerdotale presso i combattenti di prima linea, 
seguendoli a Dinant, sull’Aisne e sulla Marna, (celebra la messa, imperturbabile 
sotto una pioggia di granate), dichiara testualmente che la guerra “e strumento 
inetto, addirittura immorale, per la soluzione dei probierni intemazionali” (p. 
174). Egli stesso rimprovera alla sua patria eccessiva durezza eon i prigionieri e 
eon i civili dei territori occupati. Spesso intercede presso il cugino, il Kaiser, 
per ottenere la grazia in favore di francesi o belgi condannati a morte. Sono 
segni di un’anima aliena dalia violenza; che si oppone alla vivisezione animale, 
difende gli animali, rispetta e arna la natura. II libro da spazio anche 
alfinseparabile cane Netti, che il principe porta eon se ovunque, facendolo 
attendere fuori della biblioteca, dove lui si trattiene a studiare. Alla moite di 
Netti, il principe gli erige un cippo funerario. L'amore della natura e la non 
violenza conducono il principe a praticare 1’astinenza dagli alcoolici e dalie 
carni. Non contento di un dicta strettamente vcgetariana il principe digiuna, 
talvolta anche giorni di seguito. 

Dopo aver indagato i diversi aspeiti di questa singolare figura, basandosi su 
un’imponente documentazione, che riporta indiscriminatamente le opposte 
reazioni dei contemporanei, dal commosso e partecipato consenso degli uni, 
allo scandalizzarsi degli altri, l’A. si chiedc se il principe, piu che un profeta in 
anticipo sui tempi, sia da considerarsi invece “stolto per Cristo”, alla maniera 
del yurodivyj russo. L’A. rispondc chc il principe, pur avendo alcuni caratteri 
del yurodivyj, che lo awicinano al mondo bizantino-russo, conserva aspetti 
occidentali che ne lanno un intennediario fra Oriente e Occidcnte cristiano. Del 
resto il profeta, scomodo ai suoi, (Mt 13,56), ha una carica anticonformista che 
scandalizza. Max von Sachsen, per il suo ecumenismo antę litteram, rischia di 
essere scomunicato dal papa Pio X e, per il suo pacifismo si espone al perieolo 
di essere accusato di disfattismo dal suo Paese. Nel suo curriculum vitae Max 
descrive eon tacitiana brevita il piu tragico misconoscimcnto del suo 
profetismo. “A causa del rumore suscitato da un mio aiticolo nella rivista di 
Grottaferrata, dal titolo «Pensieri sulfunionc delle Chiese», ho lasciato 
Friburgo” (pp. 19-20). Da G. M. Croce e da Baumer stesso sappiamo che il 
papa in persona vuole che il principe lasci l’insegnamenio all’universita 
cattolica di Friburgo. 

Constatiamo eon soddislazione eonie aumenti il ricco dossier raccolto 
dall’A. su Max e attendiamo il terzo volume dove, oltre che sulla sua teologia e 
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sul suo ecumenismo, ci sara, crediamo, un giudizio globalc sul personaggio, 
cosi opportunamente rivisitato e rwalutato. 


V. Poggi S.J. 


Kirchen im Kontext unterschiedlicher Kulturen. Auf dem Weg in das dritte 
Jahrtausend. Herausgegeben von K.Ch. Felmy, G. Kretschmar, F. von 
Lilienfcld, T. Rcndtorff und Cl.-J. Rocpke. Redaktion: W. Heller. 
Alexandr Men in memoriam (1935-1990). Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht in 
Goitingen 1991, pp. 1032. 

Sono gli atti del simposio scieniifico ecclesiastico lenuto aH’Accademia 
evangelica di Tutsing, nel niaggio 1990. Cl.-J.Roepke, dircttore delFAcademia, 
introduce la raccolta. 11 nu mero dci contributi, 1’alto li vello di molti di essi, la 
varieta dei contesti da cui provengono i relatori, rendono degno di nota qucsto 
grosso volume, tra 1’altro dcdicaLo alla memoria dclTarciprete ortodosso russo 
Alessandro Me, ucciso barbaramente a Mosca, sul far di un mattino di 
settembre, mentre si recava a celebrare la liturgia. Di lui parła gia V Einfiihrung 
e uno dei due articoli di Fairy von Lilienfeld (pp. 17-37) che fa parte del 
comitato redazionale. 

Non presunto dare conto dcttagliatamcnte di ogni contributo. Tra gli 
interventi dclla sessione plenaria, dopo che G. Kretschmar, ispirandosi a un 
testo di Novalis, spalanca gli orizzonti sul futuro delFEuropa, il metropolita J. 
D. Zizioulas affronta il tema ricorrente, della dialettica fra unita della Chiesa e 
pluralita delle nazioni. In un linguaggio elcgante e chiaro espone, da una parte, 
Taspetto “locale” delFecclesiologia ortodossa: “Fach local Church headed by 
its bishop is a fuli or ‘catholic' Church which contains all that is necessary for 
salvation, abovc all the Holy Eucharist and the sacramental life, and all the 
‘notae ecclesiae’” (p. 98). DalFaltra, contro Futomismo etnico, Zizioulas fa 
appello al canone 34 dei Canoni degli Apostoli: “In each region there should be 
the First bishop whom the other bishops of the region would regard as their 
head. The balance that this canon provides between the ‘many' and the ‘one’ 
expresses the philosophy of universality in Onhodox ecclesiology” (p. 99). 
Riguardo al rapporto fra Chiesa e culiura locale, o delTinculturazione, il teologo 
ortodosso proclama la necessita di un’intesa ecumenica: “The Church is the 
only one that can help Europę to survive, provided that it engages in a deep and 
creative dialogue with its culture. I find the suggestion that we should siniply 
accept one another as we are to be bud ecunienism. Church unity must be aimed 
at providing the world with ultimate meaning, with an eschaton, which will be 
vital to all of these Churches and to all of these cultures and naiions. This can 
only be offered in common by all Churches. And it is on this ultimate meaning 
of the world that we must scek io build our unity” (pp. 103-104). Un aliro 
metropolita ortodosso, Crisostomo Kostantinidis, riafferma la regionalna tipica 
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deirOriente cristiano, non perche 1’autocefalia sia “ein Phiinomen des 
institutionalisierten Pluralismus” (p. 112), ma perche la Grandę Chiesa e una 
“Gesamtheit der autokephalen Ortskirchen” (p. 116). 

AlFinterno delle sezioni in cui e suddiviso il Simposio, il russo V. Cypin, il 
rumeno V. Ionija e il metropolita Damaskinos Papandreou alfrontano ancora il 
tema del rapporto fra unita della Chiesa e Chiesa locale. Altri, A. M. Ritter, N. 
Śivarov, I. Ekonomćev, considerano la dialettica fra Chiesa e nazione. Altri 
ancora, H. T. Kamppuri, F. von Lilienfeld, studiano la relazione fra Chiesa ed 
etnia. II greco Th. Nikolau, il gesuita P. Neuner e A. Nikitin approfondiscono la 
dialettica Chiesa-cultura locale. II gesuita G. Podskalsky considera la storia 
delle varie centralizzazioni, primaziale, patriarcale o pentarchica, sinodica. P. 
N. Tarazi, J. Hajjar e W. A. Semaan studiano Ortodossia e Cattolicesimo nella 
situazione mediorientale. B. A. Uspenskij, I. Pavlov, K.-H. Bieritz, G. 
Gassmann, N. Thon considerano la lingua in ąuanto veicolo liturgico e sacrale. 
H.-Ch. Schmidt-Lauber, H.-D. Dopman, T. P. Koev, E. Hammerlc si occupano 
invece del simbolismo tipico di questa o di ąuella Chiesa. J. de Waard 
sottolinea i probierni della traduzione del messaggio religioso in altra lingua. S. 
Heitz denuncia le difficolta della diaspora. I. Totzke, T. A. Smith, F. B. 
Poljakov si occupano delle arti, musica, cinenia, letteratura, al servizio 
dell’evangelizzazione. 

Segnalo “L’ordination des femmes”, di Elisabeth Behr-Sigel, che ha gia 
pubblicato nel 1987, Le ministere de la femme dans V Egli.se. Dopo aver 
risposto a obiezioni sollevate all’interno dell’Ortodossia, menziona le tesi di P. 
Eudokimov, Th. Hopko e K. Ware e, sopraltutto, riflette sulla consultazione 
ortodossa di Rodi dal 30 ottobre al 7 novembre 1988, punto di paitenza per 
nuove considerazioni su ąuesto tema. In simile contesto di teologia ortodossa 
del femniinismo, si doveva approfondire maggionnente una pneumatologia che 
rifletta sul genere femminile dello Spirito nelle lingue semitiche. Mi sono 
soffermato eon interesse sul lavoro di P. Plank, sullhdentita ecclesiastica russa 
rispecchiata nelle recenti canonizzazioni di santi. 

II saggio di A. Trubaćev su Pavel Florenskij affronta in base a nuova 
documentazione gli interrogativi sulla maniera e la data della morte di ąuesto 
testimone di Cristo. 

F. Heyer si domanda se il postrivoluzionario rivolgersi degli Etiopici alla 
Chiesa, unica depositaria della vera identitii del popolo, non consacri una 
visione precritica e anacronistica del mondo. V. Asmus coglie la Chiesa russa di 
fronte al dilemma, conservativismo o modernizzazione. 

Senza completare ąuesto arido elenco di nomi e di titoli, mi congratulo 
deH’iniziativa di ąuesto congresso e raccomando la lettura di ąuesti atti a 
chiunąue si interessa al problema ecumenico, qui lucidamente affrontato nelle 
sue numerose e gravi difficolta, nelle sue battute d' arresto, ma anche nel 
cammino percorso e nelle sue speranze. 


V. Poggi S.J. 
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Aidan Nichols, Theology in the Russian Diaspora. Church, hathers. Eucharist 
in Nikolai Afanas’ev, 1893-1966. Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press 1989, pp. xv + 295. 

Afanas’ev, historian and professor of canon law at Saint-Serge, Paris, madę 
a decisive contribution to “eucharistic ecclesiology” and the role of the Roman 
Church and its bishop within a United Church (pp. xi-xiii). In chapter 1, N. 
traces out the background of Afanas’ev’s thought in (a) the 19th century 
historically-minded Scholastic theology in vogue in the four acadcmies of 
Moscow, St-Petersburg, Kiev and Kazan’; (b) the Slavophile movement with its 
ambition to create a native theology; and (c) the “fin-de-siecle revivar by 
converts from Marxism, positivism and materialism and opposite movements 
like that associated with John of Kronstadt. 

After leaving Russia in 1920 and fleeing to Serbia, where he pursued 
canonical and historical studies at the University of Belgrade, Afanas’ev moved 
in 1929 to Saint-Serge, where he stayed till his death (chapter 2). His 
production between the wars affords us a glimpse how the student of early 
Church history in Serbia became the herald of a new Orthodox vision of the 
papacy (p. 62). He dislinguislied between two types of universal ecclesiologies: 
that of Cyprian, based on the mutual hond of affection between bishops, and 
that of Ignatius, based on the Eucharist celebrated by a bishop for his Church 
(pp. 85, 90). While the bishop plays an important part in both views of the 
Church, he considers Cyprian’s ecclesiology, ultimately Rome’s, as a deviation 
from the New Testament (pp. 92-93). 

The Church of the Holy Spirit , Afanas’ev’s most substantial work, which 
was published in 1967, lays stress on the royal pricsthood of the faithful. On the 
one hand he imputes responsibility to the iconostasis and canon 69 of the 
Quinisext Council for drawing too stark a distinction between clergy and laity 
(p. 98) and, on the other hand, to the 1917-1918 Sobor for declaring the laity 
co-administrators of the episcopate (p. 99). If the episcopal ministry is 
paramount in ecclesiology, this is because it represents the power of love (p. 
113). In The Table of the Lord (1952), the question of whether in the earliest 
phase of Christianity the local Church had only a single eucharistic celcbration 
is considered essential to an understanding of Church structures. Afanas’ev’s 
pleas for greater participation merged with those of the Liturgical Movement of 
the late 1950’s in the Latin Church (p. 117). 

In essays written between 1949 and 1966 Afanas’ev gives special attention 
to Ignatius’ idea of the primacy. He criticized both Orthodox and Catholics 
unsparingly, arguing that the East distorted episcopal conciliarity and the West 
collegiality (p. 121). The latter conccpt he welcomed insofar as bishops were 
not seen as vice-gerents of the pope but, at the same time, he criticized it as yet 
another instance of universalist ecclesiology (p. 125). Under O. Cullman’s 
influence, Afanas'ev elaborated a morę positive approach to the Petrine 
niinistry, tangible especially in his 1960 essay "L'ćglise qui presidc dans 
l’amour” (p. 127). 
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In the fifth chapter Afanas’ev’s ecclesiology achicves greater definition 
through comparison with ecclcsiologies of various eminent Orthodox. Whilc 
A.S. Khoniiakov’s idea of sobornost’ (conciliarity) is all-pervasive among the 
Russians, N.A. Berdiaev criticized Khomiakov for his naive populism and his 
polemic with the Western Church (pp. 138-139). In his correspondence with 
Bernhard Schultze, S.J., Afanas’ev had described S. Bulgakov’s influence on 
him in generał ternis, wliereas Mariannę Afanas’ev singled out Bulgakov’s 
notion of the “ecclesialisation” of life and his vision of the eucharist as those 
elements which had the greatcst impact on her husband. Again, G. Florovskij's 
1929 article. “The Eucharist and Sobornost”', seems to have anticipated at the 
very least important elements of Afanas’ev’s insight (p. 161). In view of these 
two theologians’ articulation of the relationship between Church and the 
eucharist, it must be said that, while for Afanas’ev the local Church is “the 
whole church in the whole,” for Florovskij the local Church is “the whole in the 
part.” Thus, in spite of his insistence on the Ortskirche and its eucharistic life 
(p. 161), Florovskij retains a “universal” dimension in his ecclesiology. 
Nonetheless, notwithstanding several useful references to J. Zizioulas (e.g. pp. 
175, 176, 184 and 204), who owes so much to Afanas’ev, but has also 
submitted the lattcr to one of the morę relevant criticisms, we feel the lack of a 
niore susiained comparison between these two theologians of eucharistic 
ecclesiology. 

Afanas'ev’s ecclesiology has great ecumenical relevancc. N. rigluly traces 
out his influence on Lumen Gentium 3, 7 and 11 (pp. 173, 270) as well as on 
the Munich, Moscow and Dublin agreed statements in the Roman 
Catholic/Orthodox and other dialogues (pp. 176-177). 

The bibliography, “An Inventory of Afanas’ev’s Works,” includes many 
still unpublished works and is comprehensive (pp. 227-237; cfr p. 62). Copious 
annotations intcrspersed widi bibliographical references (pp. 238-283) as well 
as the Index of names (pp. 291-295) greatly enhance the valuc of the work. 

Written in the best Dominican tradition of witness to the Hast, which the 
Preface rcfers to (pp. v-vii), a tradition which includes such giants as Thomas 
Aąuinas and Yves Congar, the book prescnts a whole epoch of recent Orthodox 
history froni the vantage-point of one of the most discussed extant issues 
between East and West: the Church, in the light of the niind of one of the most 
prominent Russian theologians, one who tried to understand rather than simply 
criticize. In Nichols’ account, the story becomcs fascinating and instructive both 
for dialogue and the schoolroom. 


Ii. G. Fanugia, S.J. 
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han Pastrić (1636-1708), Źivot, Djelo i Suvremenici. Zbornik radova 
znanstvenog skupa o 350, obljetnici rodenja. Urednici: Ivan Golub, 
Slavko Kovaćić, Drago Śimundża, Izdanja Crkve u Svijctu, (= Biblio¬ 
teka “Radovi”, Knjiga 14), Split 1988, pp. 204. 

Sono gli atti del simposio tenuto a Spalato nel 1986 per commemorare il 
350° anniversario dalia nascita del sacerdote croato Ivan Pastrić, dotto ebraista, 
professore di dogmatica al Collegio Urbano di Roma, membro dell’Arcadia, 
uno dei fondatori delFAccademia dei Concili, redattore dei libri liturgici 
Glagola. Di lui Leibniz scriveva “Doctissimus Pastricius cuius humanitatem 
sum expertus". 

Dopo i discorsi o gli indirizzi d’occasione, di Frane Franie, arcivescovo di 
Spalato, di I. Golub, della Facolta teologica cattolica di Zagabria, di M. Bariśić, 
rettore del seminario teologico di Spalato, di D. Śimundża, preside dcl ginnasio 
spalatino, di G. Jurisić, vice-provinciale O.F.M., seguono i contributi scientifici 
dei vari specialisti. 

Si occupano sotto vari punti di vista di ąuesto umanista croato del Seicento: 
della sua vita e delle sue opere (I. Golub, pp. 13-22); del suo trattato inedito. De 
natura theologiae (M. MiSerda, pp. 23-47), di cui si da finalmenle 1’edizione 
alle pp. 181-194; del suo De libera arbitrio et de gratia (VI. KoSić, pp. 49-62); 
della sua corrispondenza, oppoitunamente indicizzaia (T. Mrkonjić, pp. 63-83); 
dei libri che lasció al seminario delFarchidiocesi di Spalato, qui inventariati (I. 
Banić, pp. 85-106); delFarchidiocesi spalatina al suo tempo e soprattutto 
dell’arcivescovo Stefano Cosmi (SI. Kovaćić, pp. 107-120); del progetto con- 
temporaneo, di Giovanni Piętro Marchi, per liberare i popoli slavi dal giogo 
turco (D. Bożić-Buźanćić, pp. 121-132); sulla casa di Juraj Dragiśić, centro 
culturale del tempo (C. Fisković, pp. 133-142); sulParte a Poljica, terra 
d’origine della famiglia (R. Tomic, pp. 143-152); dei confini tra Poljica e Split, 
indati cartografici inediti (A. Duplanćić, pp. 153-166). 

Tutti questi contributi scientifici sono redatti in lingua croata, eon sommario 
in italiano, in francese o in tcdesco. Chiudono il volume le discussioni solleci- 
tate da alcuni intcrventi e una bibliografia su Pastrić, a cura di I. Golub, dal 
1683 al 1986. 

II tutto costituisce un ricco repertorio su lvan Pastrić e una salutare sollecita- 
zione ad approfondime ancora la conoscenza. 


J. Kulić S.J. 
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Angelo Tamborra, Chiesa Catiolica e Ortodossia mim Due secoli di confronto 
e di dialogu. Dalia Santa Alleanza ai nostri giorni, Edizioni Paoline, 
Cinisello Balsamo (Mi) 1992, pp. 466. 

Lo slavista prof. Angelo Tamborra percorre in ąucsto volume due secoli di 
confronto e di dialogo fra Chiesa Cattolica e Chiesa Ortodossa Russa. Inco- 
mincia dalia Santa Alleanza, sancita nel 1815, su proposta dello zar Alessandro 
1°. 11 monarca ha fino al 1812 una fasę liberale, da cui esce per iniziare, sotto la 
guida del generale A. A. Arakceev, una fasę nuova, mistica insieme e reaziona- 
ria. Infatti la guerra che porta Napolcone fino a Mosca, provoca in Alessandro 
1° una crisi religiosa. Proprio nel 1812 lo zar compone un'amologia mistica (O 
mistićeskoj literaturę) dove figurano testi di Taulero, Kempis, Teresa d’Avila, 
Francesco di Sales, Swedenborg e Bohme. Gli ideali mistici di fratellanza 
umana, mescolati a tendenze assolutistc e ad ambizioni espansionistiche mai 
sopite, inducono lo zar a stendere il patto della Santa Alleanza, il cui frasario 
pietistico insospettisce Pio VII°, che rifiuta di entrarvi. 

L’A. chiama a ragione ąucsti progetti, “utopie universalistiche". Ma negli 
anni quaranta del secolo XIX°, iniziano dibattiti che sottolineano, pur nella 
controvcrsia, una certa attcnzione rcciproca di Ortodossia russa e di Roma. U 
russo A. N. Murav’ev si distingue tra il 1841 e il 1846 per la sua polemica 
antiromana. Ben diverso £ il tono di Niccolb Tommasco che, vivcndo in 
Dalmazia, zona di frontiera, si fa mediatore fra Cattolici e Ortodossi, pur nella 
diversita dei riti e delle usanze. 

Con Pio IX° e eon le vicissitudini del suo pontificato. comincia una nuova 
fasę di rapporti fra Roma e 1’Oriente, con ripercussioni anche in Russia. Nel 
1848 le Litterae ad Orientales hanno sul piano politico qualche risultato con la 
Porta ottomana. Ben diversa e la reazione degli Ortodossi al documento, nep- 
pure indirizzato formalmente al patriarca ecumenico di Costantinopoli, Antimo. 
Una controenciclica ortodossa condanna il Filioąue come eretico e denuncia il 
proselitismo delle missioni cattoliche. Tale reazione ha vasta eco in Russia dove 
gli Slavofili vedono nello zar il protettore di tutta la Slavia ortodossa. 

Murav’ev polemizza anche circa i Luoghi Santi, punto di frizione tra 
Cattolici e Ortodossi. La Civilta Cattolica e il Padre Taparclli d’Azeglio pren- 
dono parte alla diatriba. 

Ma negli anni 1855-1870 c’e una valanga di progetti per 1’unione delle 
Chiese. I gesuiti russi viventi in Francia, Ivan Gagarin fondatore di Etudes e 
Ivan Martynov, consultore per 1'Oriente nella preparazione del Vaticano 1°, 
partecipano al movimento unionistico grazie anche alla loro conoscenza della 
realta russa. Un altro russo G. P. Suvalov, fattosi barnabita, sente la stessa 
istanza e pręga per 1’unita. 

L’A. segnala 1’opera dcl barone August von Haxthausen che protegge i 
polacchi cattolici e i cosiddetti Uniati. II suo awersario principale rimane 
Murav’ev che ha raggiunto cariche importanti presso la corte russa. Murav’ev, e 
in genere il mondo ortodosso, non si rendono conto che le definizioni del 
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Vaticano 1° e la stessa infallibilitó del papa vogliono anclie difendere 1’autono- 
mia della Chicsa dall’invadcnza dello stato. 

Infatti, nonostante lo sgretolamento del potere temporalc del papa, l’A. 
pensa che 1’autoritti spirituale ne esca rafforzata e che ]’affermarsi maggior- 
mente della missione salvifico-religiosa della Chiesa. oltre a liberarla da vincoli 
politico-temporali, torni a vamaggio di tutti, d’Occidente eonie d’Oriente. 

Gli anni dal 1878 al 1903 vedono una serie di contatti unionistici concreti. 1 
tre congressi di Malines danno l’avvio. E particolamiente attivo in campo unio- 
nistico il barnabita Cesare Tondini de’ Quarenghi. Nasce anzi una congre- 
gazione religiosa cattolica che ha per scopo 1’unionc delle Chicse: gli Agosti- 
niani dell’ Assunz.ione. 

Gli attentati terroristici che continuano in Russia e sopprimono Alessandro 
11°, lo zar che ha liberato i servi della gleba, inducono Leone XII1° a promul- 
gare la Rerum novarum, che pur non trattando delPunione delle Chiese, sug- 
gerisce alla Russia di muoversi non solo verso una maggiore giustizia sociale, 
ma anche verso 1’unita ecclesiastica. II Tondini de’ Quarenghi, buon 
conoscitore del populismo russo (specialmente di Cernysevskij) orienta il papa 
in tale dirczione. Come primo passo verso l’unione delle Chiese, si facciano 
concordaii eon le nazioni ortodosse, in primo luogo eon la Russia. Nel frattem- 
po, si riscopre la devozione ai santi Cirillo e Metodio, apostoli degli Slavi, la 
cui opera precede la separazione tra Oriente e Occidcnte. II vescovo 
Strossmayer ehiede per la Croazia una messa di rito romano in lingua 
glagolitica, la lingua usata da S. Cirillo, poi semplificata dai discepoli e tuttora 
in uso eonie slavo liturgico. Gli speeialisti di filosofia russa sanno che 
Strossmayer tenta di farę approvare gli scritti unionistici dcl piii grandę 
pensatore russo del secolo scorso, V]adimir Solov’ev, che aderisce fonnalmente 
alla fede cattolica eon una professione di fede, sulla quale e stata scritta una 
dissertazione dottorale presso ąuesto Pontificio Istituto Orientale. Che i piani e 
le proposte di Solov’ev non siano accettate lo si attribuisce di solito 
alPopposizione dei gesuiti russi di Parigi, di Pierling soprattutto. Ma il vero 
grandę oppositore e 1’Oberprokuror del santo Sinodo della chiesa Russa, 
Kostamin Pobedonotsev. L’Oberprokuror, gia precettore di Alessandro IIP, 
governa la Chiesa Russa per quasi 40 anni, sccondo criteri di pio e zelante 
ortodosso, dalie vedutc tanto piii ristrette quanto piu sincera nc e la devozione. 
Basti pensare che durante un lungo viaggio alTestero che lo porta in molte citta 
italiane, esclude dalia lista Roma, solo pcrche centro del Cattolicesimo! 

II capitolo intitolato, “DalPunionismo vcrso 1’ecumenismo”, tratta breve- 
mente dei vari papi del nostro secolo, dei diversi esponenti deH’ecumenismo di 
questi anni, dei russi delPemigrazione, per finire eon il “teologo di punta 
delPecumenismo”, il domenicano Y. Congar. 

Nella conclusione l’A. illustra 1’opera di Nikodim, il metropolita russo che 
scrive una singolarc biografia di Giovanni XXIII° e inuorc nclle braccia di Papa 
Luciani. Ricorda come nel diccmbre 1965 il papa PaoJo VI° e il patriarca 
ecumenico Atenagora abolissero i reciproci anatemi e scomuniche mettendo un 
cippo funerario sul passato e una pietra miliare verso un awenire di unita. 
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Quanta acqua e passata sotto i ponti dalia Santa Alleanza! L’A. non si azzarda a 
prevedere cosa ci aspetti domani, dopo il crollo delfURSS e i conflitti 
nell’ex-Jugoslavia, dove gli scontri religiosi si mescolano agli scontri politici. 
Ma dalia lettura del suo buon libro appare chiaro chc la via di un sincero 
dialogo ecumenico verso 1’unita e gia tracciata, benche il cammino sia ancora 
lungo. La storia non finisce domani. 


G. Piovesana S.J. 


Patristica 

Opera onmia di Sant’Ambrogio, voI. 24/1. Sussidi. Le fonti greche su 
Sant'Ambrogio , a c. di Cesare Pasini, Milano, Biblioteca Ambrosiana/ 
Roma, Citta Nuova Editrice, 1990, pp. 472. 

11 piano di pubblicazionc delfopera ambrosiana ha previsto anche dci 
volumi di «Sussidi», dal 23 al 26. 11 vol. 24, diviso in due tomi, raccoglie le 
testimonianze, sia contemporancc che successivc, sulla vita e 1’opera del santo. 
Questo primo tomo (seguito da un sccondo, sulle fonti latine) comprende i testi 
in lingua greca. ordinati secondo i generi e puntualmente tradotti e annotati (eon 
testo a fronte, in colonna) da un buon conoscitore delfopera ambrosiana, 
Cesare Pasini, antico alunno di questo Istituto, chc ncgli ultimi anni ha dedicato 
vari contributi al tema della ricez.ione del santo neirOriente greco. L’arco 
cronologico delle fonti va dal 374 (data dell' Epist. 197 di Basilio) al secolo 
undecimo. Le notę sono generalmente aggiornate (śpiące peró 1’assenza di 
riferimenti agli studi di S. Mazz.arino, soprattuuo alla sua postuma Storia 
sociale del vescovo Ambrogio, Roma 1989). 

L’A. precisa a p. 13 che la sua ricerca «esdudera ogni riferimento al le altre 
fonti orientali. E’ vcro, infatti, che sant’ Ambrogio e stato conosciuto e venerato 
nelle differenti aree linguistichc deirOriente cristiano — sono attestate 
testimonianze in fonti siriache, amicne, georgiane, arabe [.. . ] —, ma, da un 
lato, 1’ambito grcco-bizantino. gia assai vasto, si manifesta ben compiuto in se 
stesso e, d’altro lato, lo studio dcl le fonti orientali non greche richiederebbe una 
particolare ricerca specialistica . . . ». 

Vi sono pero due eccezioni: si tratta di un brano di Severo di Antiochia 
{Lib. contra impium Grainm. 111/17, cap. 17), riportato alle pp. 105-16, e di un 
frammento di lettera di Teofilo d’Alessandria a Flaviano d’Antiochia, 
pervenuto in una lettera di Severo, al libro VI del suo epistolario (ed. Brooks, 
pp. 342-4), riportato alle pp. 212 s. L’A., che possiede nozioni di siriaco, ha 
tradotto personalmente i testi eon 1'ausilio delle rispettive traduzioni di Lcbon e 
Brooks [il lungo brano di Sevcro e peró, piu che tradotto, compendiato]. Per 
«scelta editoriale» non e stato posto a fronte il testo siriaco. 

II lavoro b meritorio e degno di nota, e fornisce un contributo importante 
per rapprofondimento dei rapporti culturali fra Oriente e Occidente, analizzati 
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attraverso ąuesta figura chiave della storia religiosa e politica. Sarcbbe 
comunąue auspicabilc che ąuesto bel «sussidio» ambrosiano poicsse comple- 
tarsi eon un tonio — affidato owiamente ai relativi specialisti — dedicato alle 
fonti orientali «non greche». 


G. Traina 


Cyrille d’Alexandrie, Lettres festales. Tome 1 ( I-VI). Introduction generale par 
Pierre Evieux. Introduction critiąue, texte grec par W. H. Burns. 
Traduction et annotation par Louis Arragon, Marie-Odile Boulnois, 
Pierre Evieux, Marguerite Forrat, Bernard Meunicr (= SC, 372) Cerf, 
Paris 1991, pp. 432. 

L’edition critiąue des Lettres festales de Cyrille d’Alexandrie merite 
1’attendon des patrologues pour plusieurs raisons. Tout d’abord, il s’agit 
d’ecrits dont la datę est surę, cc qui n’est pas peu de chose pour un texte ancien. 
Deuxiemenient, ces lettres s’ćtendent sur une duree de vingt-neuf ans, de 414 
(Cyrille avait etć ordonne ćveque en octobre 412) a 442 (deux ans avant sa 
mort). Cette periode est assez longue pour permettre de vćrifier d'eventuelles 
ćvolutions dans la pensee et le vocabulaire theologiąue de Cyrille. En effet, ces 
lettres ne developpent pas uniąuemcnt des themes ascetiąues ou moraux. mais 
se temiinent presąue toutes par un “resume kerygmatiąue”, ou “formule de foi” 
au sens large, centre sur le salut en Jesus Christ. 

Ce volume 372 des SC contient les cinq pretnieres Lettres festales (pour 
lesąuelles on suit la numćrotation 1,11, IV, V. VI a cause de la faute d'un ancien 
copiste, qui a saute le chiffre 111). L’introduction genćrale de P. Evieux donnę le 
cadre historiąue (ch. I-II) et olTrc un cxposć assez complet sur le genrc littćraire 
des “festales”, lettres par lesąuelles l’eveque d’Alexandrie, depuis la fin du II e 
siecle, paraTt-il, s’ćtait chargć d’annoncer aux ćglises d’Egypte (et non 
seulement a celles-ci) la datę de Paąues (ch. III). Toutcfois je ne vois pas cite 
Particie dc M. F. A. Brok, “A propos des Lettres festales”, dans Vig. Chr., vol. 
V (1951) p. 101-110, qui aurait peut-etre pemiis de nuancer ccrtaines 
aflirniations. Le ch. IV est dfl a W. H. Burns, qui fait 1’historiąue du texte : la 
tradition manuscrite, composee de treize mss complets, depend d’un seul ms, le 
A ( Ottobonianus gr. 448 du XI1 C s., Bibl. Vat.). La traduction et les notes 
reviennent a la responsabilite de chacun des collaboratcurs indiąues, qui 
neamtnoins ont travaille cn ćąuipe. 

Chaąue lettre suit a peu pies le nieme schema, mais se distingue par 
quelques themes propres, tels que : lc jeflne chrćticn (Iere) ; foffrandc et le 
sacrifice spirituel (II e ) ; la lutte contrę le mai (IV e ) ; 1’inteiprćtation 
allegorico-typologiąue dc la naissance et du sacrifice dTsaac (V c ) ; contrę 
1’egarement des Grecs et raveuglcment des Juils (VI e ). Ces dcux derniers 
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themes, repris de la tradition apologetiąue, reviennent presąue constamment 
dans les Lettresfestales de Cyrille. 

L’edition est tres soignee, comnie d’habitude pour les SC. Les quelques 
remarques de detail qui vont suivre ne veulent etre qu’une petite contribution, 
utile j’espere, au travail d’equipe. 

La notę 1 de p. 147, d’apres la traduction et 1’apparat critique, aurait du 
renverser les mots grecs, c’est-a-dire : “Les mss ont bien euoe^fiaę et non 
aaepelas-, Ieęon qui paraTtrait plus satifaisante”. 

P. 152,78 : la Ieęon dXq0eia? ... okótos (traduite d’une manierę un peu 
forcee par “les tenebres [qui obscurcissent] la verite”) a ete retenue contrę la 
conjecture de Mignę, qui propose de lirę dpaOias 1 (les tenebres de 
1’ignorance"). A mon avis, sans deranger le critere de la leelw dijficilior, une 
distraction de copiste suffit a expliquer la Ieęon des mss. Dans le sens de 
Mignę, cf. la lettre VI, 4 (p. 352, 51): apaSias 1 ... mcÓToę, et VI, 11 (p. 384, 
13) : ariYuolas- . . . okoto?- On pourrait aussi bien conjecturer doepeinę (cf. 
VI, 12, p. 394,29). 

A la p. 171 on lit: “. .. je jeune deux fois le sabbat”, ce qui scrait un exploit 
tout a fait original ; mais il faut traduire aa$$aTov par “semaine” (cfr. M. 
Zerwick, Anul. Philol. Novi Test. Gracci, p. 188, ad Lc 18, 12). 

A la notę 2, p. 211, on lit que “1'interprćtation du feu de Lc 12, 49 comme 
1’Esprit semble propre a Cyrille”. Cependant on la trouve dans des homelies 
pascales pseudo-chrysostomicnnes, pour lesquelles j’ai avancć 1’hypothese 
d’une attribution a Apollinaire de Laodicće (dans la collection “Theologie 
Historique”. 58, Paris 1981). On y lit en effet, a propos de la manducation de 
1’agneau pascal, type de Teucharistie : “C’est avcc du feu que se fait la 
participation au saint corps, c’est-a-dire avec un żele enflammć et fervent : 
Fervents dans 1’Esprit {Rom. 12,11), dit 1'Ecriture et encore: Je stiis venu jeter 
un feu sur terre, etc. {Lc 12,49)” {Horn. pasc. II, 12, ed. Nautin, SC 36, p. 84). 
Cyrille, a 1’endroit cite, ne parle pas de 1’agneau pascal mais de 1’holocauste. 
Cependant on y trouve le menie rapprochement entre Lc 12,49 et Rom. 12,11. 
De plus, chez les deux auteurs la “nuit” symbolise “cet age present” {Homelie) 
ou “la vie presente” (Cyrille). 

Pour conclure, le nom Cataneo des pp. 115, 182 et 405 devrait etre rectifie 
en Cattaneo. 


E. Cattaneo S.J. 


Ursula und Dieter Hagedorn, Johannes Chrysostomos, Konunentar zu Hiob , 
(= Patristische Texte und Studien, Bd 35), Walter de Gruyter, Berlin- 
New York 1990, pp. XLII + 324. 

“Vivere da uomo in Arabia, dove tutti sono corrotti e non c’^ giustizia, e 
tanto piu degno di ammirazione". Incomincia eon questo rilievo antiarabo il 
commento del Crisostomo a Giobbe, gia segnalato 1’anno 1768 da A. M. 
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Bandini, nel secondo voIume del catalogo dei manoscritti della Laurenziana. 
Soltanto ora quel commento dcl Crisostomo a Giobbe viene edito criticamente. 
Anzi, oggi dopo tanto aspettare, capita paradossalmente che ne escano 
addirittura due edizioni eon versione a fronte, in due prestigiose collane, Ie SC e 
le PTS. Infatti, Jean Chrysosiome, Commentaire sur Job , I-II, SC 346 & 348, 
Paris 1988, a cura di H. Sorlin e collaborazione di L. Neyrand S.J., precede 
appena di due anni 1’uscita di questo volume. Peró la non identica suddivisione 
in capitoli e linec complica il raffronto. Infatti, nel ricostruire lo stemma dcl 
testo manoscritto, le due edizioni concordano soltanto per quanto riguarda la 
tradizione diretta, che identificano in due manoscritti di Mosca e di Firenze. 
Quanto alla tradizione indiretta o delle Catenae , le due edizioni riconoscono 
soltanto tre manoscritti comuni, cioe due della Vaticana e uno di Patmos, ma 
divergono sugli altri. Infatti Sorlin si basa, oltre che su quei tre, sulla testimo- 
nianza di un ms dell’Athos, di uno della Vaticana e di un’altro delFAmbro- 
siana. Gli Hagedorn invece, oltre che sui tre comuni. ricostruiscono la 
tradizione indiretta, su cinque diversi manoscritti, rispeitivamente della 
Marciana, della Vaticana, dell' Ambrosiana, di Parigi e di Praga. 

Anche in questo campo della scienza, puo dunque di fet tarę la comuni- 
cazione tra gli specialisti. Gli AA. ne hanno coscienza e spiegano come, pur 
conosccndo la tesi dottorale inedita di H. Sorlin, si trovassero di fronte al fatto 
compiuto dclPedizione nelle SC (p. XIV). 

Senza confrontare dettagliatamente le due pubblicazioni, ritengo che questa 
seconda arrivata non faccia doppione sulla precetlente. Dieter Hagedorn vi 
mette a lrutto una familiarita vcntcnnale eon i commenti a Giobbe, avendo gia 
nel 1973 pubblicato nella stessa collana il commento a Giobbe di Giuliano 
seguace di Ario e, nel 1984, eon Ursula Hagedorn, il commento a Giobbe di 
Olimpiodoro Alessandrino. 

A patie la mancata coordinazione dci lavori, ci consoliamo eon il proverbio, 
“melius est abundare quam dcficere”. 


V. Poggi S.J. 


Athanasios Hatzopoulos, Two Oittstanding Cases in Ryz.antine Spirituality: the 
Macarian Homilies and Symeon the New Theologian (= Analekta 
Vlatadon, 54), Patriarchikon Idryma Patcrikon Meleton 1991, pp. 306. 

Fin dalFantichita, si usa in Oricnte, come arnta contro gli awersari, 1’accusa 
di messalianismo, eresia giudicata pcricolosa ncgli ambienti spiriluali. D'altra 
parte, tale accusa si presla all’equivoco, non cssendo il messalianismo un'eresia 
subito riconoscibile, i cui elementi siano sufficicntemente cbiari. Comunquc, e 
comprensibile un certo disagio negli ambienti ortodossi, di fronte al le recenti 
“scoperte” dei patrologi che avrebbero individuato tesi messalianc nelle Omelie 
spiritucdi dello Pseudo-Macario, lette e stimate dai monaci orientali. Se poi la 
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tendenza messaliana viene attribuita anche al grandę mistico biz.antino, Simeone 
il Nuovo Teologo, allora gli stessi ambienti considerano tale accusa un attacco 
alla popolaritit di lui, giunta ormai anche in Occidente. 

Lo studio di Hatzopoulos non nasconde il sito intento apologetico rispetto a 
questi due “oustanding cases”. 11 risultato del suo lavoro e riassunto in questa 
affermazione: “Qualche volta il loro linguaggio si awicina alla tesi proposte dai 
messaliani (piuttosto nel caso di Macario, che di Sinieone). Ma 1’analisi 
dettagliata del testo dimostra che Palfinita verbale non coniporta ideniita di 
dottrina”. 

In che cosa consiste questa “analisi dettagliata” che ha portato I’A. a dare la 
sua risposta? Nel percorrere i singoli temi antropologici, eccJesiologici, ascetici, 
alla ricerca delPesatto pensicro dei due scrittori. Impresa non facile. Come 
precisare per esempio le noz.ioni antropologiche, se i termini sono vaghi? E piu 
facile trovare dali in favore di una dottrina ortodossa sui sacramenti, sul 
sacerdozio, sulla Chiesa, la preghiera. Ma il problemu del małe deve essere 
affronlato eon speciale attenzione. perche il linguaggio di Macario sembra, in 
proposito, vicino alle tesi messalianc. Non arriva mai. peró, a sosienere che il 
małe sia intrinseco alPuomo, che abbia una sostanza propria o una qualsiasi 
unione “personale” eon Satana. E vero che ncllc Omelie c’e 1’espressione 
messaliana “due anime”. Ma Hatzopoulos non la ritiene eterodossa. II termine 
“seconda anima" puo interpretarsi come “uomo nuovo”, opposto al “vecchio”. 
Ad ogni modo, Simeone il Nuovo Teologo non ha mai 1’espressione “due 
anime”. Inoltre e difficile sapere quanto sia cosciente la sua dipendenza dalio 
Pseudo-Macario. Si puó tuttalpiu affermare che Simeone apparticne in misura 
niaggiore alla tendenza “macariana” che a quella di Evagrio o di Massimo. 

Possiamo allora congratularci eon l’A. dei risultati ottenuti eon tanta 
diligenza? Per Pipercritico rimane ancora una certa dose di dubbio. Le analisi 
delPA. si basano sulle Omelie di Macario giuntc a noi attraverso la tradizione. 
Ma se il testo non e quello originario? 

Se e stato ritoccato'? Sarebbe come dire che il lavoro delPA. e del tutto 
inutile? Certamente no. Le due questioni devono essere separate. L'una e nel 
campo della critica storica, quanto alPoriginalita del documento. IPaltra e 
quella che si e proposta PA. fin dalPinizio: confutare Paccusa di eresia di testi 
tradizionali che lungo i secoli hanno nutrito la spiritualita ortodossa. 

Aggiungiamo alla fine alcunc osservazioni. M. Kmosko non era 
cecoslovacco (p. 16) tna ungherese. I. Haushen' non sostiene la “stretta 
relazione fra pelagianismo e messaliattismo” ma soltanto che Puno e Paltro non 
sono tendenze cos] amitctiche come sembrerebbe. La nota sulla “nudita” di 
Sinieone allude cvidentemente alla biografia di Simeone Salos. 


T. Śpidlik S.J. 
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Jean-CIaude Larchet, Theologie de la maladie, Lcs Editions du Cerf, Paris 
1991, pp. 150. 

Come l’A. annuncia testualmente nelle prinie pagine, il libro mira a una 
teologia cristiana della malattia, della guarigione e della salute, in base a Bibbia 
e Padri (p. 12). La trattazione si aiticola in tre capitoli. Nel primo, l’A. si 
domanda cosa sia per il cristiano la malattia. L’uomo, nel suo stato originale, 
era suscettibile di mortalitit e di immortalita. Dio non e propriamente causa 
della morte, ne della malattia (Basilio: p. 27). Ma eon la caduta originale, la 
natura umana “si ammala di corruzione” (Cirillo di Alessandria, p. 28). La 
nuova condizione, indicata dalie tuniche di pelle (Gen 3,21: Gregorio di Nissa, 
p. 29) e universale, cosicchć malattie e morte colpiscono indilTerentemcnte 
giusti e peccatori. Dio puó tuttavia permettere le malattie per una serie di molivi 
(Crisostomo: pp. 46-47). Talvolta sono conseguenza di colpe personali 
(Barsanufio: p. 49). Ma possono essere anche doili prowidenziali, a rawedi- 
mento e purifieazione del malato. 

II secondo capitolo abbozza una spiritualita cristiana della malattia. Non 
essendo la sanita di per se salvifica (Basilio: p. 53), la malattia puc rivelarsi 
occasione di salvezza (Crisostomo: p. 55). Infatti aiuta 1'uonro a tomare in se 
(Serafino di Sarov; p. 58). E una forma di pedagogia divina (Barsanufio e 
Giovanni di Gaza: p. 59). “La sofferenza puo liberale dal peccato" (Crisostomo: 
p. 63). “Senza partecipazione alle sofferenze di Crisio 1’anima non e in comu- 
nione eon lui” (Isacco il Siro: p. 64). “Se non hai pazienza, ne prove, non puoi 
salire sulla croce” (Barsanufio: p. 70). Come eon la Cananea, “Cristo differisce 
1’esaudimento, per farę risaliare generosiiii e perseveranza” (Crisostomo: pp. 
71-72). 

11 terzo capitolo indica la via cristiana alla guarigione. Cristo-medico 
guarisce i malati e comunica il potere di guarirli. C’e il sacramento delfunzione 
degli infenni (pp. 90-93), 1’aspersione dell’acqua benedetta (pp. 93-94), il 
segno della croce (p. 94), 1’esorcismo di malati, evcntuali vittime di interventi 
demoniaci (pp. 95-101). 

Con la concezione cristiana della malattia si accorda il ricorso alla medicina 
profana (pp. 101-109) escluso dai massimalisti Taziano e Tertulliano (pp. 
109-114). Tipico e 1’effato di Barsanufio: “Nel nonie del Signore ci fidiamo dci 
medici, credendo che il Signore, per mezzo di loro, ci dara la guarigione” (p. 
117). “Bisogna pero — esorta Basilio — vivere in Dio salute e malattia” (p. 
122). “La guarigione del corpo — ammoniscc Crisostomo commentando il 
miracolo del paralitico — e simbolo della guarigione delfanima” (p. 125). 

Ma se malattia e morte incombono su di noi lungo tutta la vita tetTena, nella 
resurrezione finale il corpo sara impassibile c immortale, partecipe a suo modo, 
insieme alfanima, di quella vita divina che non conoscc sofferenza ne morte 
(Crisostomo, Gregorio di Nissa e Massimo C., pp. 127-132). 

Ammiro la capacitit sintetica dell’A. che racchiudc in 130 pagine una 
teologia cristiana della malattia. La “sfida” sara raccolta c qualcuno lorneta 
sulPargomento per precisare e completare. Una bibliografia comcda il volume. 
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E suscettibile di ąualche aggiornamcnto. Per esempio, del De natura hominis di 
Nemesio di Emesa, non segnala 1’edizione critica di Morani, ma si accontenta di 
PG 40, 504-818. 


V. Poggi S.J. 


Jean-Claude Larchet, Therapcutique des maladies mentales. L’experience de 
l'Orient chrćtien des premiers siecles, (=TheoIogies), Les Editions du 
Cerf, Paris 1992, pp. 184. 

L’A. che pubblica nella stessa collana, Theologie de la maladie (cfr OCP 
1993, pp. prccedenti) e presso les Editions de 1’Ancre, Therapeutique des 
maladies spirituelles, Paris 1991, studia in ąuesto libro come i Padri 
considcrino la follia e comc rapportino le malattic spirituali alle malailie della 
psiche. 

Per rispondere a tali domandc. I’A. premette la concezionc antropologica dci 
Padri: nelFunita sostanziale del composLo umano, le aitivita delTanima sono 
proporzionate al bencsserc organico, owero dcl coipo (Greg. Nis. p. 32). In 
simile antropologia, una deftcienza organica puó causarc una turba psichica. La 
turba non attingc 1’anima, ma intcressa il corpo, strumenio dclPanima (p. 48). 
Ecco allora sfatato un pregiudizio difluso: che gli antichi cristiani atlribuissero 
esclusivamente a causa esterna, cioe a influsso demoniaco, la malattia mentale. 
Due sono invece le ipotesi genetiche suggerite loro dalia malattia mentale: 
genesi organica o genesi diabolica. La medicina ippocratica fiega decisamente la 
causa demoniaca delTepilessia (n. 9, p. 56). I Padri invece contemplano le due 
allernative. 

Nel caso di follia prodotta dal demonio. i Padri, da Cassiano a Crisostomo, 
riconoscono che Dio permette ai dcmoni un dominio parziale e condizionato su 
di noi. per provarci e corrcggerci (p. 67). II lollc per influsso demoniaco non 
perde 1’integrita della natura ed e ricuperabile, comc insegna la carita che 
Antonio esercitava eon i posseduti (p. 71). I folii a causa di Satana possono 
essere liberati daH’intervento tnisericordioso di Dio attraverso taumaturghi, 
come Ippazio (p. 79-83). Riniedi per i folii sono perció 1’abitare eon i monaci e 
il frequentare i martyria. 

Siccome il piano psichico c tributario del piano spirituale c la dimensione 
spirituale trascende la dimensione psichica, le malattie spirituali influiscono 
sulla patologia della psiche. L’accidia, che Gregorio Magno assimila alla 
tristezza (p. 110) c malattia spirituale chc puó causare la depressione psichica. 
L'accidia, secondo Cassiano, si guarisce riconoscendola apertamente (p. 125). 
La vincono la speranza, il pentimento e la preghiera (pp. 126-127). Queste 
medicine spirituali curano indirettamente la relativa infermita psichica. 

Infine, neircArarsirs sul folie per Cristo (I Cor 4,9-13) l’A. precisa che 
ąuesta tipica figura di asceta orientale non consiste nelLessere sciocco (pp. 
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136-137), ingenuo (p. 137), pazzo per causa organica o per ossessione diabolica 
(p. 139), ma consiste nel fingersi pazzo per amore di Cristo, come fa appunto lo 
jurodyvij della tradizione spirituale russa. 

II libro rende accessibile un aspetto della patristica che, non solo la 
spiritualita, ma la stessa psichiatria hanno interesse a recuperare. 

V. Poggi S.J. 


Robert Pouchet, Basile le Grand et son univers d'amis d’apris sa 
correspondance. Une strategie de communion. (- Studia Ephemeridis 
“Augustinianum”, 36) Roma, Institutum Patristicum “Augustinianum”, 
1992, pp. 804. 

San Tomaso d’Aquino era tomista? E come chiedersi se Agostino fosse 
agostiniano, o Basilio basiliano. Infatti, ąuando una persona e alla base di un 
inovimento spirituale, la sua esperienza e i suoi pensieri ricevono nel corso del 
tempo formę piu esplicite e sistematiche. E giusto che nella storia della 
spiritualita ci occupiamo del pensiero basiliano, chiedendoci come si sia 
formata attraverso i secoli la tradizione basiliana, benche Basilio non vi avesse 
pensato. Di Basilio, “basiliano" antę litteram, mi sono occupato anni addietro, 
seguendo le ornie di D. Amand, dal quale venni sollecitato a guardare al grandę 
Dottore orientalc in prospettiva rovesciata, cioe non rivolta al passato, ma al 
futuro. Solo cosi si giustifica il titolo del mio libro. La sophiologie de Saint 
Basile (OCA 162 , Roma 1961). Al contrario, al centro delle ricerche del 
compianto Dom J. Gribomont c'era l’evoluzione dinamica delle idee nella 
persona stessa di Basilio. 

Non vi e dubbio che per conoscerne la persona, i probierni e le sue 
“conversioni" la fonte primaria sono le sue lettere. II testo delle leuere di 
Basilio venne rivisto e tradotto da Y. Courtonne, in tre volumi (Paris 1957, 
1961, 1966). Da allora sono venuti alla luce altri dati che aprono nuovi 
interrogativi. In occasione delFultimo centenario dalia morte di Basilio (1979) 
si sono svolti una ventina di congrcssi e sono State edite numerose 
pubblicazioni. Bisogna teneme conto. Nelle varie questioni e intercssante 
conoscere su quali vi sia accordo e su quali invece permanga la discussione. 
Delie 366 lettere delPedizione di Courtonne, 34 sono considerate spurie. E 
sempre un ragguardevole epistolario, piu ricco di quello di Agostino, la cui 
personalita peraltro e una delle piu notę della tarda antichita, proprio grazie ai 
suoi scritti rimastici. Le lettere spurie attribuite a Basilio, provengono 
anch‘esse, come insinua Gribomont, dalfambiente basiliano e si possono dire 
giustamente “deutero-basi I iane". 

Qualche anno fa un'altra opera si era intcressata alle lettere di Basilio: B. 
Gain, L’Eglise de Cappadoce au IV s. d'apres la correspondance de Basile, 
Roma 1985, recensita in ąuesta rivista da F. van de Paverd (OCP 1986, 



306 


Recensiones 


477-478). Gain ricostruisce sulle Iettere di Basilio la vita di una Chiesa in 
un’epoca e in un territorio. Qui l’A. coglie nelle Iettere del Santo soprattutto il 
pensiero, la personalita e l’opera di Basilio. 

Pouchet rivisita e rinnova varie ąuestioni. Non voglio scendere nei 
particolari per mostrare come affronti antichi probierni e come cerchi di 
risolverli in maniera aggiornata. Con cura e prudenza esamina i probierni di 
ąuando Basilio sia stato ordinato prete, delFinizio e del perdurare della 
polemica antieunomiana, dello scambio epistolare con Atanasio; della discussa 
corrispondenza Basilio-Libanio; della genesi del trattato Sullo Spirito Santo, 
delle dispute cristologiche e di un progetto di lettera al papa. La familiarit& con 
la storia ecclesiastica e con la biografia basiliana permette all’A. di precisare la 
cronologia basiliana ma non soltanto ąuclla. II critcrio cronologico serve all’A. 
per scoprire, nelPepistolario, ció che in questo o in quel momento occupa la 
mente di Basilio: sia gli eventi esterni, sia lo scopo immediato del suo scrivere. 
Questi due aspetti, cronologico e causale, vengono diffusamente trattati e 
costituiscono il principale pregio del libro. Le Iettere diventano in tal modo un 
autentico commentario alle opere basiliane e fauno impostarc piu correttamente 
alcuni probierni dogmatici, niorali, storici della persona, della produzione 
letteraria e dell’attivita di Basilio e conseguentemente della tradizione basiliana. 

Ci congratuliamo quindi con R. Pouchct per questo buon lavoro in cui si 
mostra degno successore del defunto confratello J. Gribomont. 

T. Śpidlik S.J. 


Emmanuel Testa OFM, The Faith of the Mother Church. An Es.iay on the 
Theology of the Judeo-Christians. Translated from the Italian by Paul 
Rotondi OFM, Franciscan Printing Press, Jerusalem 1992, pp. 236 + 
Plates 52. 

Dal secolo primo all’ottavo esiste in Oriente, una Chiesa di convertiti dal 
Giudaismo, ortodossi come i Nazareni, eterodossi come gli Ebioniti, i Carpocra- 
ziani, gli Ofiti, ecc. Sono Giudaizzanti. Privilegiano categorie giudaiche. 
Provengono dalia circoncisione. Subiscono influssi qumraniti e tendono a un 
rigorismo di tipo fariseo. Infiuiscono positivamente o negativamente su gruppi 
orientali, scuole o Padri, ad es. sui Quattuordecimani, sulla Scuola Antiochena, 
su Origene, Epifanio, Gerolamo (pp. 12-13). 

In queste parole l’A. caratterizza il Giudeocristianesimo di cui ha 
1 ambizione di aggiornare la sintesi elaborata trent'anni fa da Jean Danielou, 
Theologie du Judeo-christianisme, Tournai 1958. 

L’A. vuole tenere conto delle successive ricerche archeologiche e storiche 
sul Giudeocristianesimo, ad opera soprattutto della scuola francescana di 
Gerusalemme, cui lui stesso appartiene. Nei vari capitoli del suo libro PA. 
traccia i singoli clementi della teologia giudcocristiana. 



Recensiones 


307 


La dourina trinitaria e subordinazionista, anzi e piuttosto un’angeIologia. I 
Giudeocristiani danno infatti grandę spazio agli angeli. Dio ha due mani: ii 
Verbo, cui si addice 1’immagine; lo Spirito, cui si addice la similitudine. 
L’ecclesiologia giudeocristiana si esprime nelle figurę simboliche, tutte 
rispettivamente riferite a Cristo, di una donna anziana, della casa, della sposa, 
del giardino e della barca. La Chiesa e Maria sono il quarto elementu rispetto 
alla Trinita, nella prospettiva di una ąuaternita cosmica. Maria e icona e 
compagna dello Spirito e del Figlio. Apostoli, clero e gerarchia hanno per i 
Giudeocristiani aspetti peculiari. Giacomo e talvolta esaltato a scapito di Piętro, 
come lui detto colonna della Chiesa. Anche la dottrina sacrameniaria del 
Giudeocristiancsimo, ha caratteri propri. Separa accuratanicnte battesimo di 
fuoco, battesimo d’acqua e battesimo dello Spirito. II mistero della cena si 
ramifica in cena dcl tradimento, tavola della parola di Dio (a questo proposito si 
poteva forsę menzionare la sura coranica della tavola) e cena del Signore. L’A. 
detlica un lungo capitolo al simbolismo giudeocristiano: delle lettere e dei 
nunieri sacri; delPaffidamento propiziatorio del defunto a questo o a 
quell'angelo; del marchio o sigillo della croce; della croce cosmica; del potcrc 
della croce; della sacralita di nomi e monogrammi. 

II volume ha un appendice di 42 pp. in carta paiinata. eon 52 figurę, 
rappresentanti numerosi simboli giudeocristiani, scopcrti dagli archeologi. 

Si tratta di lavoro interessante, benche non sempre convinccnte. La stessa 
definizionc del Giudeocristiancsimo, che ]’A. da alle pp. 12-13, non sostituisce, 
secondo noi, quella piu semplice e nello stesso tempo pili precisa, di A. Benoit 
e M. Simon, Le Judaisme et le Christianisme antiąue, Paris 1968, p. 268. 

V. Poggi S.J. 


Javier Teixidor, Bardesane d'Edesse. La premiere philosophie syriaąue , 
(= Patrimoines. Christianisme), Les Editions du Cerf, Paris 1992, pp. 
158. 

Da qualche tempo il semitista Javier Teixidor ha ripreso gli studi siriaci da 
cui era partito, interessandosi particolarmente alla diffusione della cultura in 
area mesopotamica. In quest’ultimo libretto ha raccolto numerosi ‘frammenti’ 
di riflessione, scaturiti da una ricerca di anipio respiro sulla letteratura e la 
filosofia siriaca dei primi secoli, qui suddivisi per capitoli tematici 
{Introduction, pp. 9-16; Cap. I, Langue, ecriture et archives, pp. 17-28; Cap. II, 
Edesse aux premiers siecles, pp. 29-63; Cap. III, Bardesane d’Edesse, le 
philosophe, pp. 65-114; Cap. IV, La philosophie syriaąue , pp. 115-140; 
Conclusion, pp. 141-8; seguono il prospetto delle fonti e gli indici). 

Anche sc non si puó parlare di un’opera organica vera e propria, appare 
comunque lodevole lo sforzo dell’A. di offrire anche a un pubblico piu anipio 
— quale quello dei classicisti, dei patrologi e naturalmenie degli storici della 
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filosofia — una serie di spunti di riflessione che non mancheranno di suscitare 
risposte positive. Gli studi siriaci stanno attravcrsando un periodo di grandę 
fioritura, ma la loro tendenza b, certamente pour cause, ąuella di favorire gli 
argomenti specialistici rispetto alle ąuestioni generali e alle sintesi. 

In questo lavoro, l’A. riesce per6 a conciliare le opposte esigenze, 
affrontando puntualmente e analizzando in modo originale brani di autori siriaci 
noti o meno noti (la parte del leone spetta owiamente a Bar Daysan), 
inąuadrando i singoli punti in un discorso organico imperniato sulla funzione di 
Edessa dal II al VII secolo; viene cosi evidenziata 1’importanza della citta in 
ąuanto archivio della memoria d’Oriente, dimora di pensatori originali e spesso 
notevoli. 

L’A., cui va il merito di non rifugiarsi in un discorso esoterico, mostra una 
certa apertura alle discipline ‘confinanti’, un po’ meno al relativo dibattito: di 
Santo Mazzarino, che su ąuesti temi scrisse pagine memorabili, cita solo Lafin 
du monde antiąue. Anche il versante armenologico (soprattutto la 
testimonianza, discussa ma pur sempre fondamentale, di Movses Xorenac‘i) 
avrebbe meritato maggior attenzione. Queste lacune si devono forsę al taglio 
delPopera, in cui si evidenzia il lato filosofico rispetto a ąuello storico-culturale 
[cf. gia, dello stesso A., La Filosofia traducida, Barcelona 1991]. 

G. Traina 


Proximi Orientis 

Giovanni Bergamini (a cura di), Uomini e dei della Mesopotamia. Alle origini 
della mitologia. (Jean Bottero et Samuel Noah Kramer, Lorsque les 
dieux faisaient Phomme, Mythologie mćsopotamienne) Giulio Einaudi 
Ediiore, Torino 1992, pp. XX + 806, 14 tavole. 

In questo volume di oltre 800 pagine, sono raccolti, tradotti e commentati da 
due eminenti filologi, Bottćro e Kramer, una cinquantina di miti della civilta 
mesopotamica. I piil antichi risalgono al 111° millennio, i piu recenti al primo. II 
curatore ricorda nelPlntroduzione che “Orientalisti, biblisti, sociologi, antropo- 
logi, storici della civilt&, cioe tutti coloro che sono interessati alla storia e al 
progresso delPuomo, dovrebbero cssere desiderosi di accedere a questi dati” 
(P- 5). 

Non che siano mancate simili raccolte. Ma oltre il fatto che ogni raccolta di 
un materiale cosi importante ha il suo taglio particolare legato a determinate 
scelte, il commento dei due specialisti b ancora uno dei piu atti per iniziarci ai 
miti delle origini delParea assiro-babilonese mesopotamica. Infatti, Samuel 
Noah Kramer, sumerologo, autore di Lhistoire commence a Sumer (1957), Le 
mariage sacre (1983) ecc., studia i miii redatti in lingua sumerica. Mentre Jean 
Bottero, assirologo, che ha scritto La religion babylonienne (1952), Mythes et 
rites de Babylone (1982), Naissance de Dieu , La Bibie et 1 'historien(\ 986), 
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Mesopotamie, L’Ecriture, la raison et les dieux (1987) si occupa deU’ambito 
assiro. 

In quest’opera ogni mito & introdotto e commentato. Non mancano 
illustrazioni e niappe. La bibliografia riprende ąuella dcll’edizione francese. 
Sarebbe stato utile un indice analitico, benche 1’Awertenza di p. 2 lo neghi. 

Mi congratulo eon il curatore e eon TEditore per aver messo a disposizione 
del lettore italiano quesf opera di alto valore. 


J. Habbi 


Robert L. Wilken, The Land Called Holy: Palestine in Christian Histoty & 
Thought, Yale University Press, New Haven and London, 1992, pp. xvi 
+ 355. 

This volume, like S. P. Colbi’s A History of the Christian Presence in the 
Holy lxtnd , merits a special place in a library on Christianity in Palestine. 
Robert L. Wilken’s book rather complements Colbi’s. The latter is morę of a 
history of individual Churches, whereas W.’s is a smooth flow of the history 
and theology of Christianity as a whole. He presents a sympathetic discussion of 
voluminous materials. 

Chapters 1 and 2, for which he offers an “apology” in advance (p. xvi), are a 
sine qua non, but they could have been shortened not inconsiderably. The 
history and thought of Christianity unfold in Chapter 3 with the eoneept of 
entering into a land of promise (pp. 52-55) and Jerusalem in particular (pp. 
62-64), expatiated in Chapter 4 and reappearing in Chapter 6. (At this juncture 
Chapter 5 could easily have embraced some of the other Christian or 
Judaeo-Christian plaees, though interesting as it stands.) Chapter 6 is perhaps 
the finest section in the book. The vital eoneept of “pilgrimage” is developed 
within its twenty-four well-written pages. It finds its roots in antiquity (p. 103). 
Wilken writes: “At the pilgrimage shrines, piety was nurtured not only by 
seeing and touching, by the proximity to holy plaees and holy things, but also 
by history [including prayer] and myth [faith and commitment], memory if you 
will” (p. 104; see also pp. 108-114). 

Chapter 7 contains morę Old Testament “reminiscing” than Christian 
pilgrimage, while Chapters 8 and 9 sometimes refer, only too indirectly, to 
other pilgrimage goals, such as Bethlehem, Caesarea-Philippi and some deseit 
monasteries (in the Negeb, pp. 181-183). Nazareth and Cana ( Khirbet-Qana) 
are not mentioned. And Kursi (p. 188) should be identified with Gergesa of the 
Decapolis, not with Gerasa, JeraS or Gadara. Concerning the Great Laura of 
Mar Saba, W. writes that the pilgrim will be shown “the diminutive body of St. 
Saba in a smali chapel in one of the courtyards” (p. 247). In reality, the relic is 
inside the monastery Church! 
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The subtitle “Palestine in Christian History & Thought” is morę of a 
Christian history intertwined with Judaism than with Islam, which paralleled 
both from approximateIy 638 to 1948. The book concentrates morę on 
Jerusalem than the Holy Land in generał. Wilken’s style is prolix but readable 
and enjoyable. His scholarship is attested to by his copious notes (pp. 259-333) 
and sound bibliography (pp. 335-345), although he omits two valuable sources: 
C. Kopp’s Die heiligen Statten der Evangelien, available in at least three other 
languages, and the excellent D. Baldi’s Enchiridion Locorum Sanctorum. 
Otherwise, the book should be praised for its wealth of information and a 
genuine contribution to Christianity in the Holy Land. 


R. M. Maćkowski, S.J. 


Slavica 

Dmytro Blazejowskyj, Hierarchy of the Kyivan Church (861-1990). Editiones 
Universitatis Catholicae Ucrainorum S. Clcmentis Papae, Ronie 1990, 
pp. 538. 

The stated purpose of this useful volume is to list the series of bishops of 
what the author calls the “Kyivan Church,” including those of the modem 
diaspora, and their years in office. When the dates arc not certain, the datę of 
the first and last historical notice of the bishop in question are given. The 
bishops and non-episcopal diocesan administrators are listed according to 
eparchies (dioceses), chronologically, and alphabetically. In the first, diocesan 
listing, varying lists are provided according to different sources. 

Many will find the title of the book confusing, if not tendentious. Included 
under the Kyivan Church are not only what today one would cali the Ukrainian 
Orthodox and Greek Catholic hierarchs, but also the Rusyns or Transcarpathian 
Ruthenians, the Slovaks, the Hungarians of Hajdudorog, and the eparchy of 
Kriżevci in the fonner Yugoslavia. 

Chapter 1 lists the eparchies and their foundation dates insofar as they can 
be determined. Ch. 2 lists the bishops “in union with the Universal Church 
(861-1054).” With ch. 3 the nomenclature gets confusingly bizarre: “Kyivan 
Church in Union with the Constantinopolitan (Greek National) Autocephalous 
Church (Kyivan Constantinopolitan Uniate Church)." What that means can be 
divined from the title of ch. 4: “Kyivan Church in Union with Ronie (Kyivan 
Roman Uniate Church), part l, The Metropolitanate of Kyiv (1596-1839); part 
2, The Major Archbishops’ See of L’viv/Halyc from its Establishment to 1807; 
part 3, Transcarpathian Eparchies (1646-); part 4, The Kyivan Church in 
Diaspora.” Ch. 5, “Kyivan Church in Union with Moscow,” also uses startling 
terms, such as “Muscovite Uni,ate,” meaning not what one would normally 
expect, i.e., Byzantinc Caiholics in the Roman communion who follow the 
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Muscovite usage of the Byzantine-Slavonic Rite, but Ukrainian eparchs under 
the Moscow Patriarchate, whether formerly Catholic or not. Thus, one will be 
surprised to find the well-known Russian Orthodox bishop Antonij Xrapovitskij 
(t 1936), Metropolitan of Kiev (1918-19) and chief hierarch of the Russian 
Orthodox Church in Exile, listed, with his name in Ukrainian transliteration, as 
a “Muscovite Uniate Eparch” (p. 396). Ch. 6 gives the lists for the “non- 
Ukrainian Autocephalous Churches on Ukrainian and Surrounding Territories 
(1921-1990)” such as the Polish Orthodox Church and the Orthodox Church in 
the former Czechoslovakia. In those days of shifting borders after World War I 
and the Treaties of Riga and Versailles, then World War II and the Treaty of 
Yalta, this is most useful. Ch. 7 deals with “the Ukrainian Autocephalous 
Orthodox Churches (1921-1990),” a chapter ncwly rcopened in our days. This 
chapter also includes the Churches of the diaspora. 

The Alphabctical List of Eparchies unites all Lhis confusing materiał — 
confused by history, not by the author, who has put cverything in marvellous 
order insofar as possible — into a single alphabetical list for all eparchies, 
under which all its bishops, regardlcss of their ccclcsial affiliation, are given in 
chronological order. 

The volume concludes with 30 pages of chronological charts and 8 niaps, an 
alphabetical index of all eparchies with the pages where they are treated, and 
anothcr of all bishops with the eparchies they scrved and the dates of this 
service. These indices, especially the łasi, are extrcmely iniportant for anyone 
wishing to tracę the career of any single bishop. The Russian Orthodox Church 
during the Soviet period moved its bishops around with great frequency, 
doubtless without much choice in the matter, and certain unsavory agents like 
bishop Makarij Oksijuk were sent to L’viv to orchestrate the pseudo-synod of 
1946 when the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church was forcibly integrated into 
the Russian Orthodox Church. Then, promoied archbishop for his troubles, he 
was sent to Mukaćevo in Transcarpathia in 1948-1950 to perform the same 
service. The Ruthenian Greek Catholic Church there was forcibly suppressed by 
administraiive order without bothcring with the farcc of a pseudo-synod. 
Finally, from 1951 until his death in 1961 he was sent to ride herd on the Polish 
Orthodox Church as Metropolitan of Warsaw. 

This is an extraordinarily useful book, one that will serve for years to come 
as a refcrence work for anyone wishing to identify the hierarchs who for better 
or worse have guided the Church of God in these territories of constandy 
shifting borders and loyaltics. 

I have no desire to cavil on the qucstion of terminology, sińce Ukrainians 
are just emerging from a long period when the whole world acquicsccd without 
a murmur in the Russiftcation or Polonization of their place nanieś, and if they 
want to say Kyiv instead of Kiev, and Lviv or L’viv instead of Lvov, then that 
is their business. But one can question the legitimacy of going to the other 
extreme and Ukrainianizing Russian names. Morę serious, I think, is the elear 
abuse — or at least confusion — in the use of the term “Uniate” to describe 
almost any form of ecclesial communion (see the definition on p. 33). Words, 
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after all, do have not only etymological meanings but also acąuired historical 
connotations, and to ignorc this is to abuse language which is supposed to be a 
means of communication, not a source of obfuscation. And to cali the 
Patriarchate of Constantinople the “Constantinopolitan Greek National Auto- 
cephalous Church” sounds to me like a gratuitously offensive invention. It is 
generally accepted courtesy to cali people what they cali themselves unless the 
name belongs to someone else by prior right, and the fact that much of 
Orthodox officialdom seems, at present, unable to ftnd within itself the decency 
to observe this basie human courtesy with regard to Eastem Catholics, 
continuing to cali them by the, for some at least, gratuitously offensive term 
“Uniates,” does not give us license to stoop to tlie same level. 

R. F. Taft, S.J. 


R. Picchio, Letteratura della Slavia ortodossa (IX-XV1II sec.), Ed. Dedalo, Bari 
1991, 546 c. 

La slavistica deve a R. Picchio i termini Sktvki romana e Slavia orthodoxa, 
come anche molte ricerche nel campo dclla critica del testo, della poetica e 
retorica slave, della stilistica e, in generale, della storia della letteratura e della 
cultura medievale dei popoli slavi ortodossi. II volume qui recensito contiene 
15 saggi in questo vasto ambito. La maggior parte sono gia stati pubblicati in 
italiano, inglese, francese, bulgaro, russo. Riuniti in un volume (un’edizione 
eon un contenuto simile, in preparazione da ormai molti anni, sta per uscire in 
Bułgaria) gli articoli mostrano in modo chiaro lo sviluppo delle idee dell’A. ed 
il suo interno di superare la tradizionale lettura “neo-romantica” delle opere 
medievali slave, come anche quella piu recentc, “neo-positivistica”. 

Gli studi possono essere raggruppati intorno a tre probierni fondamentali, 
legati alla lingua e alParte scrittoria degli Slavi ortodossi. II primo gruppo ri- 
guarda la comunittl culturale che PA. definisce come Slavia orthodoxa : Slcwia 
ortodossa e Slavia romana (pp. 7-83), Lo slavo ecclesiastico (pp. 103-143), 
Questione della lingua e Slavia cirillometodiana (pp, 145-261); il secondo 
comprende gli studi sulla critica del testo e gli elementi del sistema e della 
lingua letterari: Sidle strutture isocoliche nella letteratura slava ortodossa (pp. 
291-338), La tradizione isocolica e il formarsi della versificazione russa (pp. 
339-362), La funzione delle chiavi tematiche bibliche nel codice letterario della 
Slavia ortodossa (pp. 363-403); il terzo tratta specifici probierni storico-letterari 
dove vengono applicati i principi teorici dichiarati negli studi gia indicati: II 
posto della letteratura bulgara antica nella cultura europea del Medioevo (pp. 
263-289), L'ombra di Achab e Giosafat suWimpresa di Igor’ e Vsevolod (pp. 
405-414), Lo slavobulgaro di Paisij (pp. 461-501). 

Di particolare interesse risulta il primo studio, finora non pubblicato, Slavia 
ortodossa e Slavia romana (pp. 7-83). In esso sono espressi i principi teoretici e 
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metodologici che R. Picchio ha proposto nel campo della slavistica negli ultimi 
anni: il concetto di Slavia orthodoxa come “una comunita culturale”: Pinterpre- 
tazione della vita letteraria della comunita come un particolare tipo di gioco, 
guidaio da specifiche esigenze normative (chiamata dall'A. “poetica implicita”); 
i principi retorici e di visione del mondo, provenienti da ąueste esigenze, che 
regolano i testi e, generalmente, “le regole del gioco” della comunita. 

A prescindere dall’accento confessionale, la definizione di Shma orthodoxa 
riflette sufficientemente le particolarita generali delParte scriteoria degli Slavi 
ortodossi. Suscita un certo dubbio 1’onnicomprensibilittl della definizione 
quando essa viene applicata a diversi periodi di sviluppo della letteratura 
medievale slava (su questo problema v. 1’articolo di R. Marti, “Slavia orthodoxa 
ais literat- und sprachhistorischer Begriff’, Studia sla\'ico-byzantina et tnediae- 
valia europen.sia. In memoriam Ivan Dujćev, Vol. I, Sofia 1988, 193-200). 

Altri probierni sorgono eon l’uso della definizione Slavia orthodoxa, 
quando viene applicata, eon la solennita del termine latino, ad un materiale 
difficilmente inquadrabile in schemi, lontano come pensiero e come struttura 
dalie severe esigenze di una retorica o di una poetica occidentale. 

L'idea di R. Picchio sulle strutture isocoliche e trattata nel primo capitolo 
del volume ed in particolare alle pp. 291-338. La concezione, presa dalie 
antiche retoriche, sulle strutture ritmico-sintattiche, “kolon”, che regolano sia il 
testo medievale poetico che quello prosastico, rappresenta un nuovo approccio 
metodologico nel campo della paleoslavistica. Sarcbbe bene evidenziare, che 
1’applicazione di questa metodologia e impresa estremamente delicata, perche 
potrebbe portare a serie incoirtprensioni di carattere testologico, se intesa come 
criterio unico di organizzazione strutturale delle opere medievali (efr la critica 
di M. Capaldo, “Rispetto del testo tradito o awentura congetturale? Su una 
recente interpretazione di VC 13”, Europa Orientalis 19 [1990] 541-644). 

Particolare interesse rappresenta la concezione di R. Picchio sulle citazioni 
bibliche come chiave temaiica, valida per le opere letterarie slave. Si tratta di 
una concezione, finora indiscussa, che riguarda il rapporto fra 1’autore 
medievale e le Sacre Scritture. In ogni opera della comunita slava ortodossa si 
rivelano due livelli semantici — quello “alto”, o spirituale, ispirato dalia Bibbia, 
e quello “basso”, cioe di narrazione subordinata al live!lo “alto”. La specificita 
letteraria dci monumenti medievali slavi deve essere appunto ricercata nella 
correlazione fra i due livelli. Scoprire il livello “alto” e il compito principale di 
ogni ricercatore circa ogni testo concreto. Tutte ąueste idee di R. Picchio sono 
espresse eon particolare chiarezza nello studio La funzione delle chiavi 
tematiche bibliche nel codice letterario della Slavia ortodossa. L’articolo e 
dedicato ad alcuni probierni di ricerca testologica e di critica letteraria della Vita 
di Boris e Gleb e della Vita Constantini. 

11 volutne Letteratura della Slavia ortodossa (IX-XVIll sec.) invita il lettore 
ad un esame piu approfondito deireredita culturale dei popoli slavi ortodossi. 
Le obiezioni c i dubbi espressi da autori che studiano ogni singolo testo in tutte 
le sue particolarita sono egualmente indicativi deH’importanza dei probierni 
sollevati dagli studi di R. Picchio. Ogni tentativo di sintesi teoretica del 
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materiale lecterario raccolto accuratamente durante quasi due secoli t utTazione 
rischiosa ma gratiflcante. 


G. Minćev 
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Yincenzo Ruggieri, S.J. 


The IV Century Greek Episcopal Lists 
in the Mardin Syriac. 7 (olim Mardin Orth. 309/9) 


To Maria Andaloro 

It was in the years 1990-91, whilst I was microfilming Syriac MSS in 
Aleppo and in the region of Tur ‘Abdin, Ihat I came across Mardin Syr. 7 
(olim Mardin Orth. 309/9) kept in the church of the Fourty Martyrs in 
Mardin. 1 The MS once belonged to the near monastery of El Zafran (Mar 
Hananya), and was latcr brought to the manuscript collection of the 
archbishopric of the Syrian Orthodox Church. 2 It is one of the oldest and 
most precious sourccs of oecumenical canons and legislalive lexls relating to 
the Syriac Orthodox Church. 3 A short look at the contents of the MS reveals 
the following: the councils (Nicaea I, Ancyra, Neocacsarea, Gangra, 


1 It is a pleasant duty to thank Prof. R. Lavenant S.J., always patient and cxcmplarily 
subtle in his reading of the Syriac text; I owe a great debt of gratitude to Dr. S. Brock, 
Prof. C. Mango and Prof. G. Cavallo for their friendly support in paleographical matters. 

2 Cf A. Vóóbus, Syńsche Kanonessammlungen. Ein Beitrag zur Quellenkunde. I. 
Westsyrische Originalurkunde 1, A, CSCO 307, Subsidia 35 (Louvain, 1970) 443-447 
where the MS is dated to the VIII century (the main reason adduced by Voobus for this is 
the fact that the MS also contains the śu’ale-punaje by James of Edessa: pag. 447); ID, 
“Syriac Manuscript from the treasury of the Monastery of Mar Hananya or Deir Zafaran,” 
said by the author to be in press in Papers of the Eastonian Theological Society in Exile 
XXIV (has not appeared as promised). 

3 Cf W. Selb, Orientalisches Kirchenrecht, II, Die Geschichte des Kirchenrechts der 
Westsyrer von den Anfangen bis zur Mongolenzeit, Ósterr. Akad. der Wiss., phil.-hist. 
Klasse, Sitzungb. 543, (Wien, 1989) 106-8; A. Vóóbus, The Synodikon in the West 
Syrian Tradition, I, CSCO 367-368, Scriptores Syri 161-162 (Louvain, 1975). The MS is 
said to havc been mentioned and discussed by A. Voobus, New important Manuscript 
Discoveries for the History of Syriac Literaturę, Papers of Estonian Society 31 (1979) 
inaccessiblc to me; ID., “New sourccs for the symbol in early Syrian Christianity,” VC 
26 (1972) 293 where the MS is dated to the VIII cent. (in a handwritten notę found in 
Mardin, Hanna Dolaponu (= Dolabani) ascribed this MS to the VIII-IX cent.); A. 
V6obus, “Nouvelles Sources de l’Octateuque Clćmentin Syriaąue,” Mus 86 (1973) 108; 
ID., “Dćcouvcrte de nouvelles sources de la Didascalie syriaquc,” Recherches de Science 
Religieuse 64 (1976) 461. The work of A. Voóbus, “Discovery of Important Syriac 
Manuscripts on the Canons of the Ecumcnical Councils,” 'Abr Nahrain 12 (1971-1972) 
94-8 (cf A. Desreumaux, Repertoire des Bibliotheęues et des Catalogues de Manuscrits 
Syriaąues, Paris 1991, 185), remains inaccessible to me. 
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Antioch, Laodicea, Constantinople I, Ephcsus, Carthago, Chalcedon and 
Sardica), thc Didascalia of the Apostles, Ihc malphanuta of the Apostles, the 
decrees of thc Apostles, a collection of thc Canons of the Apostles, canons 
sent from Italy and other scatlcrcd picccs of legislative lctters. Howcvcr it is 
only Mardin Syr. 7, amongsl the many MSS kepi in Mardin, that has folia 
containing parallel columns in Greek and Syriac. 4 These folia contain the 
episcopal lists of the following synods: the two occumcnical ones, i.c. 
Nicaea I and Constantinople 381, as well as the local synods of Ancyra, 
Neocaesarea, Gangra, Antioch and Sardica. 5 In view of the peculiar contents 


4 If we are not mistaken, only the twin MS, Mardin Syr. 8 (olim 310/8) offers a fcw 
Greek words, inserted occasionally in between the columns to pinpoint important things 
in the main Syriac text. We should recognize that no attention has bccn givcn to two 
Arabie MSS (144, X cent.; 245, VII1-IX cent.), also in Mardin: cf I. Ephrcm I Barsoum, 
History of the Syriac Sources and Literaturę, ed. by G. Yohanna Ibrahim (Aleppo, 1987) 
116. 

5 It seems to us unnecessary to give the occasional Greek nanieś in the Council of 
Carthago. A much-necded critical edition of the entire MS could do fuli justice to it and 
place it within thc MSS tradition of the lists of Nicaea and Constantinople. 

Abbreviations (for the edited lists, we cite the number): 

Braun = O. Braun, De Sancta Nicaena Synodo. Syrische Texte des Maruta von 
Maipherkat nach einer Handschrift der Propaganda zur Rom (Kirchengesch. 
Studien IV B, III H.) (Munster i. W. 1898). 

Chabol = J.-B. Chabot, Chronique de Michel le Syrien I (Paris, 1899): Nicaea, Syr. text 
124-127; French text 247-252; Constantinople 158-165; 313-320. The Syriac tcxt of 
thc Borg. Syr. 82 (uscd by Chabot in apparatus) has bccn cditcd by O. Braun, 
Syrische Texte iiber die erste allgemeine Synode von Konstantinopel, Orientalische 
Studien Th. Nóldeke gewidmet, cd. C. Bezold (Gieszen, 1906) 468ff. 

Cowpcr = B. H. Cowpcr, Syriac Miscellanies (London, 1861). 

Honigmann, Lisic = E. Honigmann, “La Listę Originale des Pferes de Nicee,” Byz 14 
(1939) 17-76. 

Honigmann, Recherches = E. Honigmann, “Recherches sur le listes des Pferes de Nicće et 
de Constantinople,” Byz 11 (1936) 429-449. 

Honigmann, Sur les listes = E. Honigmann, “Sur les listes des ćveques partecipant aux 
conciles de Nicee, de Constantinople ct de Chalcćdoine,” Byz 12 (1937) 323-347. 
Gelzcr = H. Gclzer, “Geographischc und onomatologische Bemerkungen zur der List der 
Vaterdcs Konz.ils von 381,” BZ 12 (1903) 126-130. 

Joannou, Discipline = P.-P. Joannou, Discipline Generale Antiąue (IVe-IXe s.) 1/2 
(Grottafcrrata, 1962). 

King = N. Q. King, ‘The 150 Holy Fathcrs of the Council of Constantinople 381 A.D.,” 
Studia Patristica 1/1 (Berlin, 1957) 635-641. 

Patmos B = V. N. BeneScvić, Kanonićeskij Sbornik 14 titulov so vtoroj ćetverti VII veka 
do 883 goda, Prilozenija (St. Petersburg, 1905) 87-89. 
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of this MS, we have thought it convenienl to give here a fuli edition of the 
Greek lists. 

CODICOLOGICAL AND PALAEOGRAPHICAL NOTES ON MARDIN SYRIAC 7 

Mardin Syr. 7 is a membranaceous MS with both beginning and end losl. 
The parchment was originally of good quality; today the folia present a 
dusty, dirty surface owing to the bad State of conservation. The codex was 
presumably first restored at the time when it was still kept in the library of 
Dcir el Zafran. This was a disgraceful attempt, which included the rebinding 
of the MS so as to re-insert detached folia. As a result there are strings of 
paper along the inner margins which cover parts of the Greek equivalents. 
The MS contain 159 folia 6 ; each folio measures 25,5 by 17,6 cm., 7 with two 
columns on each page. The written surface measures 20 by 5,5 cm., with 1 
cm. of interspace between the columns; the numbcr of lines is not consistent, 
varying from 28 to 32. The gatherings are decania and no sign of decoration 
is disccmible. Apart from the incipits and relevant rubrics (in red), the scribe 
has throughout used brown ink, now rather faded. The edges are frayed, and 


Patmos T = C. H. Turner, “Canons attributed to the Council of Constantinople A.D. 381, 
together with the nanieś of the Bishops, from two Patmos MSS POB' POr',” JTS 
15 (1914) 161-178. 

Pitra, Spicilegio = J. B. Pitra, Analecta Sacra Spicilegio Solesmensi , IV (Paris, 1883) 
PNN = H. Gelzer - H. Hilgenfeld - O. Cuntz, Patrum Nicaenorum Nomina (Lipsiae 
1898) 1: lndex restitutus', II: Theodor Lect.; IV: Nomina coptice; V: Indcx Coenobii 
Nitriensis ( =Add. 14.528). 

Ptolem. = Claudii Ptolemaei Geographia, ed. C. F. A. Nobbe (Hildesheim, 1966). 
Schulthess = F. Schulthess, Die Syrischen Kanones der Synoden von Nicaea bis 
Chalcedon (Berlin, 1908). 

Schwartz = E. Schwartz, “Ubcr der Bischofslistcn der Synoden von Chalkedon, Nicaea 
und Konstantinopel,” Abh. der Bay. Akad. der Wiss., phil.-hist. Abt., N. F. 
(Munchcn, 1937) 1-90. 

Sćvfere = Sćvfere Ibn al-Moqaffa’, Hisioire des Conciles , ed. L. Lcroy, PO IV (1911). 
Synekdemos - E. Honigmann, Le Synekdemos d’Hierokles et 1’Opuscule Geographięue 
de George de Chypre, (= Corpus Brux. Hist. Byzantinae) (Bruxelles, 1939). 

Turner = C. H. Turner, Ecclesiae Occidentalis Mommenta lvris Antiqvissima 1-11 
(Oxonii 1899-1930). 

6 VćK5bus, Kanonessammlungen 443 has 166 folia. As said above, the beginning of 
the MS is lost, and a fcw folia have been left unbound at the very beginning; I do not 
know, however, whether folia have been lost sińce the time of Vóobus’ inspection. 

7 This size has been called utilitarian; cf M. Mundell Mango, “The Production of 
Syriac Manuscripts, 400-700 A.D.,” Scritture, Libri e Testi nelle Aree Provinciah di 
Bisanzio, ed. by G. Cavallo, G. de Gregorio and M. Maniari (Spoleto, 1988) 175. 
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here again wc sec the destructive hand of the restorer who has obliterated 
whole sections in the lists. There appears to be no tracę of ruling or pricking 
Systems. Such seems to be the usual practice in Tur ‘Abdin MSS production, 
at least in the case of the MSS from El Zafran in the church at Mardin. 8 

The Greek script in the MS may be tentalively dated in the IX century. 
The scribe has his own ductus, and he knew how to wrile uncial Greek 9 ; but 
we do not know his name, nor have we any idea where and for whom the 
MS was written, for the colophon is lost. In order to provide palaeographers 
with some materiał, we here present a comparative table of isolated letters: 

A * 4 4 4 4 

b & a. 

r r r 
k * |< i^k 
a A 

M JUL H Al w 

e ^ 

TT r\ and once as fi (Gangra n. 4) 

TT T 

(p cfr <f cf> f 

^ tp /^"ł 

X J, 

The striking tendency to use late forms for the letter A (4 4 Ą d) 
betrays a late VIU-IX century hand. 10 The upper horizontal bar of T with a 
downward stroke at cach cnd reminds us of an early IX century form. 11 A 


8 Certainly there were no horizontal incised rulings within the columns, ncithcr was 
there an incised vertical ruling along the margins. One is led to think of a light lcading 
ruling (found in other MSS at Mardin and Mar Gabriel) running on the top margin of the 
writting columns. Cf Mundell Mango, “The Production,” 174 and fig. 13. We are told 
that in some MSS there is no ruling at all; “the earliest codex with no ruling was written 
ncar the end of the ninth century”: W. H. Paine Hatch, An Album of Dated Syriac 
Manuscripts (Boston, 1946) 17. 

9 On this generał topie, see C. Mango, “Greek Culturc in Palestine after the Arab 
Conqucst,” Scrilture, Ubri e Testi 149 ff; Ruggieri, OCP 58 (1992) 168-169. 

10 Cf Vat. gr. 1666 ; E. Follieri, Codices Graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae selecti, fasc. 
IV (Vatican City, 1969) pl. 11 (the smali loop on the diagonal bar). 

11 Cf the shape of this letter in Hatch, An Album od Dated Syriac Manuscripts, pl. 
LXXVI (Jerusalem, Syr. Orth. Conv. ofSt. Mark, 25); cf also: Vat. gr. 355, 1666, 2066; 
Follieri, Codices pl. 9, 11,6. where traits quite similar to our T, M, K can be found. 
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similar stroke at the end of the horizontal bar of the r points to the same 
datę. K is normally not divided, but in a very few instances there is a slight 
division from the vertical bar. While TT presents a strange appearance only 
once, with its upper bar divided (Gangra n. 4), 2 keeps its rounded shape 
throughout. A peculiar feature of our scribe’s ductus is a round or right hook 
put at the end either of the vertical bar of B, or, some times, at the right end 
of the Iow loop of the same lcller. 12 

Some other features should also be pointed out. In Nicaea n. 123, 
e yry^ioc, Eutychius is rcndered in such a way as to give elear evidence 
of confusion between X and *k. 13 In Mopsuestia (cf Nicaea n. 97; 
Constantinople n. 54) ip keeps its usual shape fp, but in this name (Nic. n. 
102 and 123) we always find the habitual x- There are various errors in the 
Nicene list: n. 16, TTXouaio? occurs twicc, written a second time less 
carefully before the city name; n. 17 forms a pastiche with n. 16; it begins 
with AHOC, then follows an empty space filled with a signe de renvoi, 14 and 
it ends with three letters (.?)OC, the first being apparently another sign of 
refcrence; in n. 25, beside another sign of rcfercnce, the lclter M is repealed 
in the space between the columns; n. 156, TTavep.ouTeixos, is written twice 
(one on top of the other). It goes far beyond my aim and competence to 
make conjectures on these errors. Hcre and there letters have been missed 
out within names (supplementcd in round brackets in our text), which might 
lead one to suppose that all these errors are the result of negligcnce on the 
part of the scribe. Such negligencc certainly appears to be in evidence in the 
section Constantinople in nn. 39, 54 and 96. In n. 39 the P in 'Appapioę, at 
first left out, has been written beneath BA; in n. 54, the second 2 in 
Mopsuestia has been missed out and has been added, in smaller scalę, 
beneath ET; in n. 96 the lectio TAHC has been altcred by the addition of a 
smaller O above. 15 Another peculiarity evinced by our scribe is the sign of 


12 C. Mango, “Byzantine Epigraphy (4th to lOth Centuries),” Paleografia e 
Codicologia Greca, I, ed. by D. Harlfinger and G. Prato (Alessandria, 1991) 244. 

13 Sec the shape of the letters in Mundell Mango, “The Production of Syriac 
Manuscripts,” fig. 8. 

14 B. Atsalos, “Les signes de renvoi dans les manuscrits grees,” Paleografia e Codt- 
cologia Greca, I, ed. by D. Harlfinger and G. Prato (Alessandria, 1991 ) 211 - 231 ; ours is 
not a scholion, but simply a mark of reference. It is shaped likc a declining alpha (a form 
of vocalization), and is not found in Atsalos. 

15 Of no substantial importance to the text are the following istances: (in the section 
Constantinople) f. 67, in the margin below the column, Ti|iTieó0fcę is written again; f. 
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diaeresis, which he uses quile oflen. We find it in the following numbers: 
Nic. nn. 131, 134, 150, 155, 165, 199; Const. nn. 11, 42, 100. Strangely 
enough, the fragment belonging to the Lihaćev collection 16 denotes a similar 
sign on the same entry (KYINTIANOC); we shall return to this later. 

Though we cannol give an exhaustive list of all the MS’s peculiaritics, 
lei us remark the most interesting. Quite often O is rendered OT; T is 
sometimes used for O (Const. n. 83); Q renders OT (Nic. n. 43); 1EP comcs 
out as TEIP (Nic. n. 36; Const. n. 5). The following changes of vowels (or 
diphthongs) take place: 1 = A (Nic. 41; Sardica n. 7); Al = I (Nic. n. 42); E 
= I (Nic. n. 53; Const. n. 21); A = Al (Nic. 135); O = A (Nic. n. 204). 
Leaving aside cases where vowels are added to the stem of a name, or where 
they are missed out, we are of the opinion that when M occurs before P or A, 
the presence of B is not caused by syncopc or metathesis. Thus we find 
AMBAAAA = AMBAAAA (Const. n. 101); KOATBPASOC = 
K0ATMBPA210N (Const. n. 80). There is interchange of syllables: 
ZAXAAAZEOC = 2AAAXA2ZOC (Const. n. 107); syllables are added to 
the stem: OTASASAAON = OTASAAON (Nic. n. 161); in a few cases 
consonants are changed: <J> = A (Const. n. 34); T = TT (Const. n. 78); in 
othcrs, vowcls: PARANE 1 A = PA<J>ANXA (Const. n. 31); EMMAP1 A = 
AMAP1 A (Const. n. 42). Finally, we notę the insertion of A and P in Nicaea 
(nn. 113-114): AP1 = AAPA, and AK = AP. In this latter case, the 
non-Greek origin of the name is perhaps the reason for the spelling. 

All in all, the script remains uniform throughout the texls as well as — 
and wc would like to emphasize this — in the margins where the signatories 
of Gangra, Antioch and Sardica are listcd (though in thcsc cases the 
precarious State of the MS makes the reading difficult). No use is madę of 
ligatures; though occasionally the genitive plural ends with an upper bar 
over the omega, and in a few cases, when the city is named after an emperor, 
the finał 110Al2) is rendered by a simplc II. If any feature of the ductus 
should be stressed, we have noticed a slight tendency to give the letters an 
oblique shape, inclined to the left. Furthermore, there are a good number of 
cases which give evidence that the Greek lists (i.e. those written in parallel 
columns) were written after the Syriac ones. This is obvious in the following 
istances: Nic. nn. 88, 200; Const. nn. 103, 113, and 115. Here the finał two 


68 in the margin above the column, we find EXIIO(E); f. 68v, IIAM<t>TAlA is written 
again ycrtically on the right margin. 

16 Honigmann, Sur les listes 336, n. 15. 
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syllables tcnd to be shorter, or else written slightly below, out of linę. In a 
very few cases we find the finał syllables written on the linę, but outside the 
vertical order of the column. Speaking of vertical order, it is worth making 
notę of the Syriac device of writing names in vertical lines. There are in fact, 
as we shall sec below, several incipits of synods whose lines run vertically 
bctween the columns. It has already been said that the lists of Gangra, 
Antioch and part of that of Sardica are written in the margins; furthermore, 
in the section Gangra, some of the names are written in the margin directly 
beneath the columns of the following folio. 

The importance of Mardin Syriac 7 in the establishment 

OF THE LISTS OF NlCAEA I AND CONSTANTINOPLE I. 

Masterly attempts have been madę in the past, mainly by H. Gclzer, E. 
Schwartz and E. Honigmann, to reconstrucl as exactly as possible the 
original Greek lists of the Fathers who took part in and subscribed to the 
councils of Nicaea I and Constantinople I, with much morę emphasis on the 
former. On the Latin side, little need be said about the monumental work put 
forth by C. H. Turner. It is beyond our capability to retrace the entire story 
of these critical reconstruclions; but what we might dare to do is to start 
from a undiscussed result. Let us firsl briefly look at the slemma worked out 
by Honigmann. 17 

The lost original Greek list, which may or may have not followed geo- 
graphical order, appears to have given way to the so-called Corpus 
Antiochenum. In ca. 368 a Corpus Canonum was madę up al Antioch by the 
bishop Euzoios; this collection, however, contained only the canons of the 
synods of Ancyra, Caesarea, Gangra, Antioch and Laodicea, but not the 
symbol or the canons of Nicaea. In ca. 380, Meletios added to this collection 
all the Niecne materiał. What Meletios did, as Honigmann points out, 18 was 
not to add something written in the 380s, but to follow a copy of an 
officially published document, one close to the original one of Nicaea. Soon 
after 381, the materiał from Constantinople I was collected; the same was 
done for Chalcedon soon after 451. Then, in about 501 a.d., a Syriac 
translation of the Corpus was madę, still exlant in Add. 14528. Also related 
to the Corpus are: a) Socrates and Theodorc the Lector; b) the list of Maruta 
(see Braun in our Abbreviations); c) the Syriac list of ‘AbotiSo; d) the 


17 Honigmann, Listę, diagramme attached between pp. 44-45. 

18 Honigmann, Sur les listes 325. 
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Armenian lisls; c) the Latin A I, II, III (see Turner); O the Latin A IV (sec 
Turner). The Latin class V (A V) appears, however, to have differed from 
the others from the very beginning of the process of transmission. In 
Honigmann’s words: 

le texte de cette classe (i.e. A V) est meilleur et plus pur quc celui des 
autres... Nous avons vu que la listę copte, qui, elle-meme, depend du 
tesle du Corpus d’Antioche, 19 conticnt des addilions que A V ne connait 
pas encore. Nous sommes convaincu que A V reprćsente un lexle 
indćpendant de tous ceux qui nous oni ete transmis, et que cette classe 
est plus ancienne que celles du Corpus Anliochenum ct dc la lisie copte. 
A notre avis, 1’auleur de la listę copte s’est plutót scrvi d’une lisic 
rcprćscntant le meme tcxtc que le prototype grec de A V, 20 qu’il a 
complćte avec des variantcs provenant dc la listę du Corpus d’Antioche. 
Comme en le voit, nous plaidons en faveur d'une classe latine dont le 
texte est connu et imprime depuis des si&cles. 21 

So much for the Corpus Anliochenum. It is to some limę after 380 that 
one ought to datc the “remaniemenl alexandrin” of the Corpus which 
contains somc 225 names in all. 22 Of the texts which are witnesses to this 
readjustment, Schwartz knew only the Coptic list (PNN IV), and therefore 
his otherwisc thorough analysis remains inadequate for our purposes. In 
connection with this Alcxandrian readjustment one should notę, besides the 
Coptic list, the following lexts: a) the list in the Chronicie of Michael the 


19 With similar rcasoning, Schwartz (p. 70) argued: “Man kommt um dic Annahme 
nicht herum, dass dic koptische Listę, die des antiochenischen Corpus ist, das aus einem 
in alcxandrinischcn Patriarchat vorhandenen, von jener Listę unabhangigen Materiał hier 
und da, nicht durchwcg erganzt und verbessert ist. Diese, nach 380 in Alcxandrien 
hergestclltc Listc ist in den Okzidcnt gelangt, das zeigen die Konkordanzcn der 
latcinischen Listcn IIIF und V mit der koptischen.” 

20 This will bc of great importancc to us later. 

21 Honigmann, Listę 42-43; Schwartz 65. The AV list comcs down to us in the 
following MSS: Toletani XV, 16 and 17 (both of the XI cent.); Coloniensis Bibl. Capit. 
212 (VII cent.); Paris 3838 (X cent.); Codex Lucensis. (VIII cent. exeunt.). The list 
contains 194 names, and it might have had, in its original form, an average of 197 to 203 
Fathers. According to this class, Honigmann (Listę 44-48) offers a reconstruction of the 
lndex Patrum Nicaenorum restitutus (once established by Gelzer) which lists 194 names 
(instead of the 220-237 in Gelzer). We shall refer to it in only few instances. 

22 Schwartz had alrcady explaincd the matter: the reorganization of the list of 
Antioch was probably donc by a Coptic elerie, sińce the main adjustments and 
complements are closely concerned with the ecclcsiastical geography of the Coptic 
Patriarchate. 
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Syrian 23 ; b) the fragment in the Lihaćev collection; c) the so-called Greek 
list of 318 names madę before 731. 24 We must inspect morę closely, albeit 
briefly, the Lihacev fragment. 25 This is a folio of parchment (IX-X cent.) 
containing a fragment of a list written in Syriac and Greek. According to 
Honigmann 

le texte gree n’est qu’une transcription liltćrale et maladroite des noms 
syriaques ecrits en caractórcs “nestoriens”; car, en stricte conformite avec 
les formes choisies dans le texte syriaque, mais sans egard a 1’esprit de la 
langue grecque, les noms d’ev§ques et ceux de leurs ev6ches sont 
juxtaposćs, les demier tantot au gćnitif, tantot au nominative, come 
TapoLKios 'AiTapta. 26 

Let us say at the outset thal the lectiones in the fragment are similar to 
those of Mardin Syr. 7, though our MS does not follow the Syriac device of 
adding the number of entries at the beginning of cach Province. This feature 
is certainly the result of a pedestrian translation of an original Syriac source, 
a process that we cannot refcr to the Mardin. In fact, our Greek lext would 
appear to be a copy of a good Greek source. For istance, the Mardin does 
not have numbers attached to the Provinces, nor do we find the distinction 
between major and minor Armenia. 27 There are convincing reasons for 
accepting Honigmann’s attribulion of the Lihaccv fragment to the 
Alexandrian class, although one ought to be cautious of judging by the 
textual tenor of a short fragment. As for the Mardin, we hołd that it belongs 
to the Alexandrian class, and furthermore, that il is the most complete, if not 
the best, witncss of this class. The text and contenls of the Mardin are very 


23 Chabot considered his list as not altogether reliable, daunted, as it were, by the 
antiquity of the Add. 14528. He did not realize that his MS did not belong to the Syriac 
version of the Corpus. For morę exstensive use of Chabot’s lectiones one might turn to 
Honigmann, Sur les listes 328 ff. Braun, in his tum, gave morę weight to the Borgia Syr. 
82, used by Chabot in his apparatus. 

24 First published by V. N. BeneSević in lzvestija lmp. Akad. Nauk. 1908, 281-306 
(Sinait. gr. 1U7)\ on this list, see Honigmann, Byz 20 (1950) 63-71 according to the 
Vat. gr. 1587. 

25 First published bu Beneiević, hvestia Kavkazskogo Istor. Arch. Instituta 2 
(1917-1925) 116-118, thcn by Honigmann, Sur les listes 335-337. 

26 Honigmann, Sur les listes 337-8. 

27 These features are clearly evident in the Syriac columns, see below for further 
differences. Minor aspects of our MS include: a) the arbitrary use of the genilive and 
nominative in the names of cities (the Greek genitive translates the Syriac “d” usually 
attached to the city name); b) the different denomination in Syriac and in Greek of cities 
like Palmyra, Sidon, Ptolemais, Emisa: cf H. Hilgenfcld, PNN pag. XXIII. 
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closely related to Paris. syr. 62 28 (in Schulthess as “E”). Both MSS 
contain the same revised translation, 29 and they have many distinctive 
readings in common which are at variance with the text in all the other MSS 
used by Schulthess and also with Vbobus’ edition of the Damascus 
Synodikon. Likewise, these two MSS contain some materiał which is absent 
from Schulthess’ other MSS, e.g. the section Sardica, and the synodical 
letter from Anlioch to Alexander, bishop of New Romę. 30 Similarly, in the 
section Gangra, the order of bishops in the two is identical, as compared 
with the different order in Schulthess’ MSS “CD” and “AF”. The same 
applies to the lists of Antioch, where Mardin and Paris. are virlually 
identical. On the other hand, in some of the lists of names Mardin and Paris. 
part company: for Nicaea the names are missing in Paris., whereas for 
Ancyra the order differs beginning about half way down the list. For 
Constantinople, where Paris has only a very short list, Mardin has a number 
of variations (including the order of some eparchies) from the list in 
Schulthess’ MSS “A” and “F’ (113-119). It is evident that for both Nicaea 
and Constantinople the lists in Mardin bear a close relationship to those in 
Michael the Syrian’s Chronicie 31 ; however, in this case an indirect relation 
seems morę likely than a direct one. 

Without entering here into a detailed analysis of our lists, we think it 
appropriate to elucidate a few of their facets. The order in which the 
Provinces are listed in our MS gives elear evidence of its origins. In the 
Nicene list, Acgyptus and Thebaides are united without any mark of 


28 H. Zotenberg, Catalogues des Manuscrits Syriaąues et Sabeen (Mandaites) de la 
Bibliotheque Nationale (Paris, 1874) 22-29, dated to the IX cent. Pitra ( Spicilegio , 
XXX) dated it to the VIII cent. 1 am gratefull to Dr Sebastian Brock for the information 
givcn about the Paris. syr. 62. 

29 Our Mardin MS poinls to a latc VI-VII ccntury Syriac style of translation. Paris 
syr. 62 has (f. 154v = Zotenberg 24) the acts of the council of Carthago (“council of the 
87 bishops, held in Carthago, city of Africa, at the time of St. Cyprian, bishop and 
martyr”); at the end it says that thcsc acts, having been formerly translated from Latin 
into Greek, were translated from Greek into Syriac in the year 998 (= 687 A.D.). The 
same notę is appended at the end of Carthago in the Mardin f. 92. 

30 Shulthess 167-174; 160ff and Schwartz, Nachr. d. Gbtt. Gesellsch., 1095, 272 ff. 
To judge from W. Selb, Orientalisches Kirchenrecht 106ff a few other MSS, not used by 
Schulthess, have these last two documents. 

31 E.g. for Nicaea the presence of Zenodoros and Barlaas at the end of Phoinike 
(reversed order in MichaePs Chronicie)', both names are absent from the other Syriac 
lists. 
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differentiation. 32 This feature was in due limc connected by Honigmann and 
Schwartz with thc Coptic list (X-X1) and Michael the Syrian: thc completc 
unification of the see indicates a local, Alexandrian hand. We also find a 
change in the order of sees: up to Phrygia the order in Add. 14528 33 follows 
that in Mardin, then Add. has: Pisidia - Lykia - Pamphylia - Insulae - Caria 
- Isauria - Cyprus - Bithynia, whereas Mardin has: Isuaria - Bithynia - 
Cyprus - Lycaonia (= Pisidia) - Lycia - Pamphylia - Insulae - Caria. 
Another discrepancy occurs towards the end of the list, where Add. has: 
Carthagena - Macedonia - Dardania - Achaia - Thessalia, while Mardin 
has Macedonia - Achaia - Thessalia - Carthegena - Dardania. 34 In the first 
instance, the main difference is the place of Isauria, Cyprus and Bithynia. 
From othcr sources we know that in 325 Isauria and Cyprus belonged to the 
Dioecesis Orientis, while Bithynia to Pontica. It would appear, then, that 
thesc three Provinces did not yet havc any definitc place within the Nicene 
list and a readjustmcnt was madc later. 35 

Throughout our lists wc detecl a certail Latin influence. AAK12TA2 
(Nic. n. 22) could certainly bc <B>aris sicca. Marinos (n. 27), called 
chorepiscopus, is rendered as Sebastenus in PNN V, 23 and thc Latin class 
V. 36 There are other similar cases of adjectives taking the place of a see. N. 
83 reads Beritaneus in Add. 14528 (PNN V, 76) and in classcs mi-V ; n. 89 
appears as Iohannes Persidos in both PNN V, 83 and class V. 37 The Mardin 


32 Aegyptus et Thybaidcs are United in “C” = olim cod. Corbeiensis, nunc Paris lat. 
12097. VI cent.: Turner I/I, 39, class V (the Paris, also, gives a reading very elose to our 
nn. 113-117: Turner 1/1,107-9; the Add. MS’s tradition, on the other hand, places Pontos 
within Armenia maior. In agreement with Honigmann’s opinion, we rccognize that class 
V offers better readings in several cases. 

33 Class V follows the Add. with some omissions at thc end of the list; in thc lattcr 
instance wc have givcn thc entries supplied by Class IIII (from n. 221 on). 

34 In the case of this last discrepancy it would appear that becausc the sees belonging 
to these Provinces were few in number, their position in the original sourcc has been 
transmitted by thc copyist in a somewhat higgledy-piggledy manner. This was noted by 
Chabot and proved by thc renderings of thc Latin transmission. The Coptic list lacks this 
section, while thc Lihaćev fragment follows the order in our list. 

35 Schwartz 75; Honigmann, Sur les listes 332. 

36 Another chorepiscopus, Thcophanes (n. 112), placed by Add. in Cappadocia, is 
assigncd in class V, as in our list, to Armenia. 

37 Turner 1/1, 83. Notę that classes I-II-III-II1I have first thc name of the Province 
and then the entries as they appear in our list. In our footnotes below wc havc not citcd 
the diverse renderings offered by the Latin class V, for in scveral instances where the 
oldest MS of this class omits one of our entries, the Toletani support it. 
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MS sometimes repeats names which occur in ihe Alexandrian tradition. 38 
There is no ditliculty in saying thal Sevcrus, who tums up in Nic. n. 82 and 
84 is one and the same person; Narcissus (Nic. n. 92 and 100) is again one 
and the same bishop whose city has been called by two different names; 
Stratigius also appears twice (n. 204 and 218). Although the stem of 
OTA(A)XAAQN (n. 161 and 192) shows variation, one can hardly posit two 
different bishops for this city. However, here too, a brief look at the Latin 
tradition can be helpful. The righl place for the bishop of Oua(l)sadón would 
seem to be Pisidia (Lycaonia); Theodore of Isauria (n. 161) is supported by 
Add. 14528, though omitted in class V; in n. 192 (in Pisidia) he is omitted 
by the Add. and classes I-II, while he appears in classes U1-IV as usensis and 
in class V as uis. Tuming back to Lycaonia, we have in nn. 187 and 190 the 
mention a certain Academius of Mortine and of Pappón: beyond any doubt, 
the two bishop are but one. 39 The Constantinopolitan list gives little trouble. 
Its n. 28 has already been mentioned and will be noted later; n. 7, omitted by 
Add., is given by class V. Four good readings of Mardin are attested by class 
nil: n. 67 (Ypsistius); n. 93 (Inzus); n. 125 (Thoantinos); n. 127 (Auxania- 
nos). 

In sum, Mardin Syr. 7 presents for Nicaea a list of 224, 40 but the rcal 
number becomes 219 if we subtract the five bishops mentioned twice, a 
number very close to the Add. 14.528, which offers 218 bishops in all. 41 
Constantinople I, on the other hand, is much simpler: Cyril of Jerusalem is 
missed out of our Greek tcxt, but retained in the Syriac; Priskianos is not 
listed by Add., but is attested by class V. 

Vcry little need be said about the local synods. Ancyra and Caesarea of 
Cappadocia should be treated as a unity. The Isidori antiqva et uulgata 
begins with the words: Apvd Ancyram (et) Caesaream 42 ; and indeed, 


38 Honigmann, Listę 25. 

39 The MSS nevcrthelcss givc interesting clues. Add. contains n. 190 and omits n. 
187; class V has Theodore of Mustcna (rendered as Mortine) and omits n. 190; class 1TTI 
has the mixed entry: murtinensi paporum. Nic. n. 193 clearly repeats the ending of n. 
192, attachcd to the name of the Provincc which follows (found also in class V). 

40 Osius, Vitus and Vincentius are to be delated, though they are numbered in our 
edition. 

41 The British codex, however, contains three bishops unknown to our list, namely 
Antiochus Hierocaesareae (PNN V, 137, Lydia), Paulus Apameae (ib. 143, Phrygia) and 
Dacus Macedoniac (ib. 209, Dardania). 

42 Turner II/l, 48; class V: et Caesaream. Cf J. Lebon, “Sur un concilc de Cćsarće,” 
Mus 51 (1938) 89-132 for the identification of Caesarea. 
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Mardin shows the same sort ot' traditional respect lor these two synods by 
listing their bishops together as in the case of Nicaea and Constanlinople. It 
would appear, furthermore, thal two of the bishops assigncd to Caesarea, 
Valentinus and Gregorius, are mentioned twice. If this is so, then there were 
only twenty bishops who took part in this synod. 43 The lists of the local 
synods have been published by Schulthess, and we have thought it 
opportune to present the tradition of the Mardin MS for these as well. With 
the section Gangra begins the series of synods whose lists are written in the 
margins. While the Gangra list is still legible, those of Antioch and Sardica 
are a mirę of conjectures. 

Let us say a few words about our edition. Iotacisms have been corrected. 
Round brackets are used for the leltcrs misscd out in the text, or to retain 
lectiones in the MS. In cases of uncertainty, we have preferred to follow the 
MS. The names of cities are retained either in the nominative or genitive 
case, as they are given. The footnoles are not meant to be exaustivc, nor 
have we thought it advisable to collecl ali the evidence offered by the Latin 
tradition. For Nicaea and Constantinople we have tried in the first place to 
refer to the Alexandrian witnesses. 

(Nicaea, 325 a.d.) 


f. 37 


BPEB10N 44 

1- 

"Oaios 45 

KoupSoupri (KOPAOYBH)' 

2- 

'Piópri 

BiTtuy Br|KevTioę 

3- 

’A\e£av8poę 

’A\e£dv8pei,a 


43 Like Schulthess 30; Cowper 42; Turner 11/1 52 gives Leontius instead of our 
Theodorus. Pitra, Spicilegio 445 names Valentinus and Gregorius twice (according to 
Labbci, Sacris Conciliis 1, 1488) and mentions the otherwise unknown Theodorus. Pitra 
omits Stcphanus, whom we find at Nicaea, n. 106 in our list. 

44 Text reads BP1B10N. This word is written in the upper margin of the folio 
underlining an official beginning; is it a terminological remnant of the Alexandrian 
revision? 

45 Cf V. C. de Clercq, Ossius of Cordova. A contribution to the history of the 
Constantinian Period (Washington, 1954); ID., “Ossius of Cordova and the Origin ot 
Priscillianism,” Studia Patristica I (Berlin, 1957) 601-606; G. S. M. Walker, “Ossius of 
Cordova and the Nicenc Faith,” Studia Patristica IX/3 (Berlin, 1966) 316-320. 

46 The Greek does not have ouTwę ttiotcćuj wcmep yeypaTrrai found in the Syriac 
column (the same subscription is added also by the Roman mcmbers). 
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AiyhiTTToę 47 

0r|(3a(tę) 48 

4- ’AT0aę 

Sxe8t(a) 49 

5- ’A8aptdyTLOS 50 

Ki)yui(y) 

f. 37v 

6- Tipepiayos' 

0MOT1N 

7- FdLos 

TANI IZ 51 

8- IToTdptwy 

'HpaKArjs Ze0TpoLTr|s (ZETP01TH2) 52 

9- AwpóSeoj 

Ur]\otJCTioy 53 

10- 'ApTTOKpaę 34 

4>payoy[a 55 

11- <M\nTTTOS 

llaye<f>uawy 

12- 'AppeTtwy 

<J>appeToę 56 

13- ’AyTtoxoj 

M^ptcjtię 

14- TTeTpo? 57 

'HpaKArjs 

15- '1'ńpayyoj 

’AyTT)yćo 

16- TlAotJCTLOJ 58 

Aukw 


47 PNN, V has the following order: 1, 18, 5, 12, 11, 8, 23, 9, 7, 13, 6, 4, 15; the 
same order in Turner 1/1, class V. Since the text hithcrlo establishcd runs between the 
columns, AIPTITTO^ can be construed either with AALEANAPEI A (for the use of a 
double nominative case, see Sardica n. 3), or with 0HBA12J. Chabot 2 om.; Cf the 
rcasons adduced by Honigmann, Sur le listes 329. 

48 This rcconstruction of the text secms to be correct, thus avoiding further 
geographical division within this scction. 

49 On top of the rasura\ the city name comes first. Chabot 3, fn.3. 

50 Perhaps Admfete of Al-Qis (= Kuycov: Synekdemos 729, 2) in Sćv£re 489. 

51 Chabot 6: Ca’an; PNN IV,6: tpanyos; PNN V, 10 reads Gaius Thmuoes and n. 12 
Tiberius Tauthitcs (also PNN I, 10 and 12; PNN II, 10 and 12). For our renderings, cf 
Athanasius, Apologia Secunda (c. 43-80), Athanasius Werke 11/1, cd. H.- G. Opitz 
(Berlin, 1938) 150, 26-27 CEdyię, ©pmii?); cf Synekdemos 727, 11-12. lt would appear 
that our MS has mixed up the seats of Tiberianus and Gaius: cf Honigmann, Listę 45, nn. 
10-11 and 50. In connection with Trinię, the Syriac adds DMARIN (“of Egypt"). 

52 Also as 'HpaicAeous- leOpofprię (leOpatrrię): cf PW 11/2, 1923. 

53 Sćvfere 489: Draianos of Farama. 

54 This may be Arnafra of Alafragoun mcntioned by Sćvfere 489. 

55 PNN IV, 9 (fragment); Chabot 10: Paragónia. 

56 Chabot 9: Arkation of Pharatos. 

57 He may be the Peter mentioned by Athanasius, Apologia secunda 150, 9, n. 13; cf 
Honigmann, Listę 50. 
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17- AlÓCT(KOp)o? 59 

”AvTeo? (ANTI05)) 

18- 'ApTTOKpaTtwy 

’AXt()OKpdvwv 60 

Ai(Bur| 61 

19- Zapamwy 

’AVTLTU)pYOS 62 

20- Tt to? 63 

napaTÓytoy 

21- ZeKo0v8oj 

Teux ei P a64 

22- ZwTTlIpOS' 

BapKri 65 A AKI 2TAZ 66 

23- 2eKoDv8os 67 

TTToXep.ats 

24- AaKTis 

Be poytKri 

TTa\aicmvT] 

25- MaKaptoj 

'1 epOCTÓXiip.a (1 EPOZOTATMA) 68 

26- Fepp.ayós' 

NedtroALS 1 (NEOTTOA1Z) 

27- Maptyoj 

XwpeTTLCTKOTTOJ 69 


58 Within thc lines the scribe has written once again the name of this bishop in a less 
elegant hand. PNN V, 15: Olusianus. 

59 Within the columns thc scribe has madę a revision of this name alrcady written in 
the column. Cf Honigmann, Listę 50. 

60 In Chabot we find Alporation and Arpoqratis of Pisidia (the latter not numbered, 
just before Adamantius). 

61 Order in PNN V: 24, 22, 19, 21, 20; Turner I/I, class V (but lcaves out n. 21). 

62 Chabot does not list thc cities of this Province. 

63 PNN IV, 19: dios. 

64 Also as Tai)xipa (Tcijyipa, GciJ/upa: PW II/4, 2500). 

65 PNN IV, 21: bakę. AAK1ZTAZ looks like a puzzle, unless we accept the reading 
found in the AV class. Honigmann, Listę 31: “ Zcómipos 1 de Barkę est nomme Z. 
Archisicis (Paris. 3838), Arcisthcis ( Coloniensis ) ou Arcisteis (cod. Tnietani). Nous 
croyons quc 1’origine de cettc elasse donnę: Zopirus (B)arcis; (Lybiac) siccac; etc. Aprśs 
la perle du mot Lybiae, les mots (B)arcis ct siccac auront ćtć fondus en un seul: 
arcissiccae, qui fut alors considćrć comme un nom d’ćvechć.” By presenting the two 
Lybiae united in one list, does this reading indicate thc Lybia sicca, or better prove thc 
influence of the Latin tradition on our MS? 

66 The Syriac rcads ALQISTAS. 

67 Chabot 22: Sqwaa. 

68 The Coptic list has lost nn. 25-27 and Gaius (n. 28). 

69 Chabot 26: of SebastS; PNN V, 23 and 24 havc Marinus Sebastcnus and Gai(a)nus 
Sebastiae (like Theodore the Lcctor and the Index restitutus; Turner I/I, 24-25). lt may be 
presumed that our Marinus herc receivcs the title of chorepiscopus (sebastcnus). Notc 
that the Coptic list adds, strangely cnough, the title of bishop to its n. 27, where we 
should expect to have found Gaius. 
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28- Patos 

29- Eóae(3ios 

30- ZafKyos 

31- Aoyylvos 70 

32- rfeTpoj 

33- Mapiaav(ós) 71 


Se3aaTT| 

Katadpeta (K1A1ZAPE1A) 

PaSapa 

’AaKa\iov 

NlkóttoAls 

’I apiyeia 


f. 38 

34- Md£tp.os 

35- riaOAos 72 

36- ’1 ayouapLOs 73 

37- 'HXi.ó8iopos 74 

38- 'AeTios - 

39- ZtX(3ayós 76 

40- HaTpócJ)iXos (TTATI P04>1 AOZ) 

41- ’AaKXr|TTds (AZKAHIT1Z) 78 


’EXey0epÓTToXis 

Ma£i.|iiayoiiTToXi.s 

'1 epL X oDs (PE1P1XQN) 
Za3oyXć3y 75 
Au88óiy (APAON) 
”A£iotos 77 

2ku0óttoXis 
T dCa 


42- HeTpos 79 

43- ’AyTt(o)xos 80 


’AtXcóy (1 AflN) 

KaTTercoALds (KAPTETOTA1 AZ) 


<f>OlVlKT| 

44- Zi)ycoy 

45- ALyeLaj 

46- Mayyos 

47- 0eó8iopos 


Topos 

PlToXep.aLs (17TOAEMAIAZ) 

AapiaaKÓs 

ZtSwy 


48- ’EXXayiKOs (A A AANHKOZ) 81 


TplTTOXlS 


70 Fatlitos in Sćverc 490. 

71 We mantain this lectio; PNN V, 29 and PNN IV, 32, Turner 1/1, 30 read makrinos; 
Chabot 32. 

72 Chabot 34: Pctros. 

73 Chabot 35: Onorios. 

74 PNN IV, 36: diodóros. 

75 According to Honigmann, Listę 32, it should be placed in Phoenicia; Turner I/I, 
class V omits it. 

76 PNN IV, 38: sabinos. 

77 Chabot 38: Esdoud. 

78 As Asbaląinios in Sćvferc 490. 

79 Chabot 41: Ailion; PNN IV, 41: ialón. 

80 Chabot 42: Anatolios. 
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49- Tpriyóptoj 

BripDTÓ? 

50- Maptyo? 

ndXpti)pa 

51- 0a88ioveoę (0AA0NA1 OZ) 

’AXaaaó? (AAAZOYN) 

52- ’Avcitó\ios 

"Eptiaa 

53- «J>tXÓKaoj 82 

TTayeaę (TTAN1AZ) 

54- Eevó8iopos 

'AyTapaSoj 83 

55- BAPAAAZ 

0E2ZA1N 84 

Sopia 

56- EuaTaGios 

’AyTióxeLa 

57- Zr|yófkos 85 

ZeXeÓKeta 

58- 0eó8oTos' 

AaoStKeta 

59- "AAcJjios' 

'ATTapteta 

60- <J>tXóęeyos 

'lepdtToXts 

61- ZaXaptayr|j 86 

repptaytKeta (rEMANIKlA) 

62- riLtTepLos 87 

ZaptóaaTa 

63- ’ApxfXaoj 

AoXtX0 88 

f. 38v 

64- Eu<j>pcmioy 

BaXayata 

65- IIaXa8LOj 89 

XwpetTlaKOTTO? 

66- Zco[Xoj 90 

rdpaXa 91 

67- Bdaaoę 

ZeOypta 


81 PNN IV, 47: ellaticos. 

82 PNN V, 45 after n. 48; Turner I/I ( Coloniensis) places him after Zeno (n. 44). 

83 Our nn. 54-55 inverted in Chabot 53-54; Honigmann, Listę 51, questions his 
accuracy. 

84 PNN IV, 54: ballaos thcrsea; Chabot 53: Barlaha (Barlaos) of Test. It should be 
G^aćris': Honigmann, Sur les listes, 339; ID, Listę, 50-51; Turner I/I, class V lcaves out 
our nn. 54-5. The Syriac rcads T’AS’ AY. 

85 Banios in Sćv&rc 490. 

86 PNN IV, 60: salamias. 

87 ID. 61: perperios; Babarios in Sćvfere 490. 

88 ID. 62: tperioche. 

89 The lectio is elear in the MS; 4>dXaSoę is given by PNN, II, 59; PNN V, 60; PNN 
IV, 65 (phalatos); Turner I/I, 61. 

90 Chabot 65: Euboulios. While Chabot keeps our order in his list, the Coptic one 
writes sóilos before phalatos. 

91 Honigmann, Listę 51, ąuestions rd0aXcrl BAAA2 (n. 78). 
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68- Baooiawę 92 

69- repóvTios' 93 

70- EucrraSiOb' 94 

71- naO\os 

72- SiptKios (ZIPl.mZ) 

73- Ze\euKoę (SEAEKOZ) 

74- ITeTpoj 

75- UriYdaioj 

76- Baaacóyri? 

77- MaytKio? 96 

78- EeAiKoyis 1 


‘Pcufiayeta (PAOANH) 

Aapiaaa 

'ApeSouaa 

NeoKatadpeia 

Kuppoę 95 

XopeTTLaKOTioj 

FLySdpcoy 

'AppoKaSapuoy (APBOTKAAAM) 

EapouAioy 

'EmcJjayeias 

[BAAAZ 97 


’Apa(3ia 

79- Nr]KÓp.(a)xos' 

80- Kuptioy 

81- reyyaSioj 98 

82- Leyrjpoę (ZETPlAOZ) 

83- ScÓTTaTpoę 

84- Zeurjpoę 101 


BóaTpioy 

d>iAa8e\cJ)ia 

'EapodyToj 

ZoSwpuoy" 

BEP1TAN1 X 100 

AioyuaidSosC?) (Al nNTZHZ KNAGON ) 102 


MeCToiTOTa[j.ia 

85- ’AeL0LXas 103 ’E8eaar|S 


92 PNN IV, 67: sabianos; PNN V, 54 after n. 59. 

93 Text legit PETTONTIOZ. 

94 The Coptic list starts saying: Syriae superioris. 

95 PNN IV. 71: kypros. 

96 PNN V, 64 and Turner 1/1, 65 after n. 69. 

97 It should be la3aka (ABAAA2 in PNN IV, 71 having elikonos as its bishop); 
Chabot 76: Yablaof Arabia; Honigmann, Listę 51; PNN V and Turner l/I leave it out. 

98 The Coptic list is here lacking. 

99 Cf Honigmann, Sur lcs Listcs 338, idcntifies this city as ZaaSwy. If this is thc 
case, n. 82 and n. 84 arc one and ihe same; fuli argumentation in Honigmann, Listę 18ff. 

100 BepLrdueus in PNN V, 76; this is a corruption of Tppris' Barayeus ("EppriS' 
T-fj? BaTayalas': Honigmann, Sur les Listes 338); Turner 1/1, 77 Classes THI-V: 
beritaneusis, beresatana. The Syriae reads BERlTANIS. 

101 He is the same Severus as in n. 82; Turner 1/1 class V omits him. 

102 The reading is elear in the MS, though the city is givcn First in the linę; the Syriae 
reads S’AWTROS D e METG e LED(H)WA (= who had undergone the flagellation? a 
martyr?). 
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86- 'IdKcopoę 

87- ’Avtioxos 

88- Mapa? 105 

89- ’lcodyyr|j 

KiAuda 

90- 0eó8wpoj 

91- (’Ap.)(J)Cwy 


NLaifkę 

(Ris‘ayna ) 104 

MaKe8oyÓTToXLę 

TTepatSoj 

Tapaoę 106 

'EmcJjayeLa 


f. 39 

92- Napinano? 

93- Mwafj? 

94- NiKT^Taj 

95- Ei)8aLpuoy 

96- TTatAlyo? 

97- MaKeSóyioj 


Nepuiyla? 107 

KaaTapdXwy (KATAZTAB...) 108 
<t>AapLd(Sos") 

XcopfTTlaKOTTOJ 

’A8dywy 

Mo^oyeaTia? (MAM40YEZT1) 

98- TapKoySipiayToj (TAPKOYAHMANOZ 109 ) AlyewyC?) (Al XOAE) 110 

99- 'Hai)xLO? ’A\e£ay8peia ZKAMBYS" 1 

100- Napinano? Eipr|yÓTToXL? 112 


KaTTTTaSoKia 

101- Aeóyno? 


Kaiaapeia 


103 Atilos in Sćvcre 490. 

104 The Greek 'Ptiacuyris- is lost; the rcading is given by the Syriac column (as 
REŚ‘AYNA). Chabot 85: Riś‘ayna; PNN IV, 86: risiane. 

105 We retain this (cf at Constantinople 381) instcad of Mapę a?. 

106 Turner I/I, 84, class V omits this. 

107 Sce below fn. to n. 100. 

108 A stain makes the end illegible. Chabot 91: Qastaboula; PNN IV, 92: kata ballón. 

109 The Syriac has T’ARQUDlM’ANTUS. 

i 10 PNN iv, 97; egas; Chabot 96: Aegeos; the Syriac reads G’AS (GO’AS). 

111 It secms to be Alexandria scabiosa (= mcapPus'?). The Syriac reads 
'ALEKSANDRUNTtA (the little A!cxandria), while the Coptic list ends up with 
“..abioso.” Schwartz 70, fn 3, reading the Coptic list, prefcrs to hołd PAcKOTE 
(’AXeędv6peia) K>AT’ IZZON. 

112 Surely this is the same as Ndptaaaoę NeptoyidSos' (n. 92); Turner I/I 94 class V 
omits him; Schwartz 67; Theodoretus, Hist. Eccl. 1, 7, 41: KiAncla? 8e tt)? SeuTepa? 
f| Nepwyia? ecm Troki?. py vvv Eipr|youTToXL? óyopa£op.ey. Cf E. Honigmann, 
“Noronias-lrcnopolis in Eastem Cilicia,” Byz 20 (1950) 39ff. 
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102 - Euti^ios 113 

103- ’Epu0pio? 

104- TtpóOeos" 4 

105- 'ApippóaLOs- 116 

106- ^reipauog 

107- 'PóSioy 

108- Topyóytoj 

Appiei/ta " 8 

109- £0X0X10? 

110- E 0^010? 

111- Ei)8p(ó)puo?" 9 
112 0eoc()dyr|? 


Tuaya 

KcoXcóyeia 

KwflLaTpa 115 

Kóptaya 

Xop£TTlaKOTTO? 

Xop£TTtaKOTTO? 

Xop£tTlaKOTTO? 117 

XePdaT£ia 

ZaTaXa 

X0p£tTLaK0TT0? 

XopfTTlaKOTTO? 120 


Appte ńa 121 

113- ’ApLaTaKTi?(?) 122 'Appfyta? 123 

114- ’A Kpi Tri? 124 ‘ AióatToyTO? 


H3 pjyjjyj y 95 . Eupsychius; Turner I/I, 96: Eupsyc(h)ius. 

114 PNN IV, 103: timotheos komanon. 

115 ID., omit. 

116 pjsjN IV omit. PNN IV, 107 reads paulos spania, unknown to us and to Chabot. 
PNN V, 98: Helpidius; as Ambrosius retained only by Turner 1/1, 99. 

117 ln PNN V the list runs as follows: n. 108, 106, 107.; Turner I/I class V om. 

118 The Syriac column obviously adds Z C ‘URTA (minor). 

119 pjsjN IV, 110: eukromios; PNN V om. 

120 Placcd by PNN V after n. 108. 

121 The Syriac adds: R’ABTA (major). The best rendering is given by the Paris. lat. 
12097: Turner I/I 107-1II class II; class V om. our n. 113 and 115, having Aristheus 
dioeponto. A discussion of the Nicene and Constantinopolitan signatorics of Armenian 
sees is offered by N. G. Garsoian, Some preliminary precisions on the signatories of the 
Armenian and imperial churches: 1. The presence of “Armenian” bishops at the first five 
Oecumcnical Councils, KA01H HTP1A. Essays presented to J. Husscy (Athens, 1988) 
250-263. 

122 Text legit AAPAXTAK11X. 

123 p r ovincc regarded as a see: Honigmann, Sur les Listes 330; ID, Patristic Studies, 
ST 173, (1953) 5. 

124 Text legit APKP1THX. 
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TTóirroę 125 

115- Ei)TiixLOS ’Ap.daeia 

116- ETAYZIOZ 126 Kóp.aya (KOMONA) 

117- 'HpaKAeios Zf|Xwy 

IIoptos TToXe[j.a)ViaKÓg (TTOAEMONON1 AKOZ) 

118- AoyyTyos' NeoKatadpeia 

119- Aóp.yoj (AOMONOZ) TpatTeCoDa(ai) 127 

f.39v 

120 - STpaTÓc()LXos 

TTacfActycn/La 

121- «J>iXd8eXc()Os 

122 - IlęTpcóyLoj 

123- Ei)Ti)X'-0? no 

ra\aTLa 

124- TTaYXÓpLOj 131 

125- AiKaaLoj 132 

126- ’Epćx0ios 

127- Popydyioj 

128- 4>iXd8eX(()Oj 


17 i.TUo 0 aa 128 


nop.TTloilTTOXLJ 129 

’lioyÓTToXi? (1OYN10Y110AI2) 
v Ap.aaTpLS (AMAZTAP1Z) 


"Ayiaipa 

Tauia 

AAMAOYZA (FSapiaycoy - [aSapLauLoy) 133 

Kyyioy 134 

'IoiAiouttoAis 


125 PNN IV reads (p)tiospontos. In PNN V the following three bishops are listed 
under Armenia. 

126 Chabot 113: Eulkasios; PNN IV, 115: curerios; PNN V, 109: Helpidius. 

127 A stain has rendered the ending illegible. 

128 Chabot 117: Pontos. 

129 Chabot 118-119: Petrónios of Diopolis and Philadelphos of Pompeiopolis. 

130 pnn IV, 116: eupsychius; Turner I/I, 117, class V reads Euthicius. 

131 Sacharios in Sćvbre 490; PNN V, 117: Marcellus; Turner 1/1, 118, class V: 
Pancarius. 

132 Chabot 122: Dioseos. 

133 Chabot 121: d’Amosa; PNN IV, 125: tmausónt; PNN V, 119 Gadamausón; PNN 
II, 116 Aapctówy; RNN 1,119 ra8ap.aówv. Cf Honigmann, Sur les Listes 331 and fn 4. 

134 Turner I/I class V om. 
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’AaLa 


129- Getoya? 

Ku£iko? 

130- Mr|VÓcJ)avTOS 135 

"E^eao? 

131- ’fipuov 

"1 Xiov (1 A AON) 

132- Euti>x 1 o? 

Spupya 

133- MLOpris 

'YTTaLTTLoy 136 

134-MaicpTyo? (MAKAPINOS) 

137 IOTAION 138 

’EXXr|CTTTOPToę 139 

135- I7aOXo? 

”Avata? (Al NE A) 140 

Aó8ia 

136- ’ApTe pi Stopo? 

ZapSei? (SAPAH) 

137- Sępa? 141 

GuaTeipa 

138- 'ETOipdaio? 

4>iXa8eXcJ)eia 

139- TToXXitoy 

Bapp? 

140- 'Aytóyio? 

TpltToXis 

141- 4>XtopevTio? 

"Ayiaipa SiSripa 142 

142- ’AvtL(o)xo? 

Ai)pr|XLayoi)TToXL? 

143- MapKO? 

STaySo? 143 

<J>ptryta 

144- (Nou)vćkio ? 144 

AaoStKeia 

145- (<t>Xd)KKo? 

Sayaó? 

146- n(p)oKÓmo? 

SuyaSa 

147- (TT)laTio? 

AZHNON 145 (AiCaytoy?) 


135 pisjjsj |v > 129: theophantos. 

136 pisjjsj ly, 132: icmptson. 

137 Like PNN V, 127. Chabot 131: Marinos of Ilion; PNN IV, 133: makarios elin; 
PNN II, 124reads Mapiavo? TptodSo?; PNN 1,127 Maplyoę. 

138 This must bc v IXlov; Turner 1/1 class V om.; the Syriac has lost this entry. 

139 Turner I/I om. 

1 40 pnn iv om. The Syriac has ANA’A. 
mi pnn IV, 135: sarapas. 

142 Chabot 138: Plastikos of Antoura. 

143 Chabot 140: Astidon; PNN IV, 141: tantón. PNN V 137 adds: Antiochus 
Hicrocacsareae. 

144 The lower margin is badly mutilated making the reading rathcr difficult. 
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f. 40 

148- ’A(0r|)vó8iopos 

149- (Eij)yćmos 

150- 4>Xd(Kkos 147 


Aopu\cuou (AfiPIlS ) 146 
EftKapma 

'1 epaTTo\Lę 


’I acoipia 

151- STecjjayoj 

152- 'ASaydaio? 149 

153- AiSĆCTLO? (AlAEZZlOZ) 

154- 'Ayamo? 

155- ZiAouayóę 

156- 4>aDaTO? 

157- ’AvTa>inoę 

158- Neoriop 

159- ’Hai)XLO? (H20YX10Z) 

160- KupiXXoę (KOTP1AOZ) 

161- GeóScopos 1 

162- ’AvaTÓ\ioę 

163- ITaOAos 156 


BapaTwy (BAPTfiN) 148 
Kopomaawy 

KXciu8i,outtoXis' (KAYA1ANOYIIOAI2) 
ZeXeuKeia 

Mr|TpótToXię MaaupLa 150 

riayep.oiiTeLxoj 151 

’AyTióxeta 

EueSpioy 152 

XopemaKOTToę 153 

Oup.aya8ioy (NOMAAfiN) 154 

OuaadSioy 155 

XwpeTTlCTKOTTOJ 

Xapay8ioy 157 


145 PNN IV, 145: ósanón. 

146 PNN V, 143 adds: Paulus Apameae. 

147 Chabot 147: Praqos. 

148 Chabot 148: 'Araton. 

149 ’A0r|yaIoę? Turner 1/1, 174, class V: Athencus. The Syriac reads ATANASIOS. 

150 Turner I/I class V: petropoli. The Syriac reads as follows: TUTBUTA 
H‘AYDlS’AURYA. 

151 The Syriac reads P’ANMUTlQOS; Turner I/I class V om. In a less refined hand, 
the scribe has repeated the city’s name above the linę. PNN V 178: Panemón. According 
to Conslan. Porph. De Thematihus, ed. A. Pcrtusi (ST 160, Vatican City 1952) XIV, 37 
'Ayep.ÓTei^os’ remaincd in the Cibyrraiotes theme (West Pamphylia); Honigmann, Sur 
les Listcs 340. 

152 Chabot 155: Syrdaon; Turner I/I 180 as niedres. 

153 In Chabol our nn. 159-160 are inverted. 

154 The Syriac has NUMADON; Turner I/I 182, class V reads numadis. 

155 Text reads OYAIA2AAON. Chabot 158: Aóasdon. Turner I/I class V om. The 
right place of this entry should be under Pisidia (= Lycaonia) n. 192. The Syriac follows 
the Greek rendering. 

156 Chabot 163-165 does not follow the order of our list. 

157 PNN V, 185: Larandón; larandis in Turner 1/1,185, class V. 
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164- KóLy-ro? 

165- Tiflepios 

166- ’AKÓXas 159 

167- Ei)ae(3ios 

BL0ma 

168- Eucjefkos 

169- 0eóyvLoj 

170- Mdpts 

171- KOTPinN 162 

172- 'Hai^ios- 

173- ropyóyLos 

174- Eeiópyios 

175- ET1ZT10S 165 

f. 40v 

176- 0eo<f>dvr|s 

177- 'PoDcfjo? (P0<D10S) 

178- E£)\d\Loę 

KuTTpoę 

179- KT(P)1 AA1 OS 

180- TeXaaios 


Vincenzo Ruggieri, S.J. 

XcopeTTlaKOtTOs 
’1 XtaTpo)y 158 
XcopeTTtaKOtTO? 

'laaupta . . l.OPO . 160 

NiKopif] Seta 

NtKaia 161 

XaXKT|Stóy 

Ktoś (KYPOZ) 163 

TTpoDaa 

’ATToXXcoytas 

TTXouatas 164 

’A8ptayoii'tToXLS 

Xt0peTTtaKOTTOS 

Katadpeta 166 

Xt0peTTtaKOTTOS 167 

TTacJjoi) 

XaXap[yT|(s) (ZAAAM1NM) 


158 Chabot 160: Alsitron; “nom estropić”: it was Ilision (Honigman, Listc 28). 
l59 Chabot 163: Aąollos. 

160 pjsjN V, 189: Eusebius paroiciac Isauropolis; Braun 33: Eusebios 'sioropolis. 
Turner I/I, 189 proqa isauropolis (but left out by class V); Schwartz 75. The Syriac has 
TUTBUTA HAY DIS'AURY A. 

161 Turner I/I 193-195 class V prescnts a split. 

162 Koupt(X)cou offcrs a different lectio of n. 160; another rendering will be givcn in 
Cyprus (n. 179). PNN V, 190: Kwtjlws; Braun 33: Kyr(i)los. Chabot 168: Qorion of 
Qoros; our Syriac has QURION. 

163 It should be read as Klo?. The Greek in our MS is elear; the Syriac has QUROS. 

164 Turner 1/1,198 class V om. TTXoualas-. 

165 Possibly Emi0Los\ Chabot 172: Euioustios. The Syriac has EUTSTIOS. 

166 Turner I/I, 210 class V om. KcuadpeLa. 

167 ID. om. X( 0 peTTLCTKOTTOę. 
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AuKaoi/ia 168 

181- E0\d\ioę 

182- Tr|\ćp.axoę 

183- 'Hctuxloj 

184- Ei)tuxloj (EYT0YX102) 

185- rpayioj 170 

186- TapaiKtoj 171 

187- AKaSfipuos 

188- TIoXi)KaptToj 173 

189- TTaTpliaos 

190- 'AKaSripuoj 

191- 'HpÓKXeios 

192- ©eóScopos 1 


Mtcóyioy (1KONHN) 

’A8piavoiiTToXis 

NedTToXLS 

XeXetJKeia 169 

Aipiewcoy 

’ATrdp.eia 

MOPT1N11 172 

Mr|TpÓTToXij 

’'Ap.(3Xa8a (ABAAAlA) 174 
llatTTTcoy 

Bdpis(?) (BEP01A 175 ) 
OYASAAON 176 


168 I. e. Pisidia. Convincingly Honigmann (Sur les Listes 330-1) States: “Nous 
considerons ce changement de non commc 1’acte personncl d’un lecteur qui a jugć 
nćcessaire cette correction en considćration du fait que la sćric dc villes de cette province 
commence par Ikonion, capitale dc la Lycaonic.” 

169 PNN IV, 152: sikion. 

no pjsjn V, 150: Araunicus; from here the fragment Lihaćcv: Honigmann, Sur les 
Listes 335-7. 

171 Chabot 183: Taroumiqos; PNN IV, 154: tarakios. Our MS reads as PNN V, 151 
and PNN I, 151 while PNN II, 146 has TapaLKoę. 

172 PNN V, 150 om. Turner I/I 154 class V: mustena, after our n. 188 and om. our n. 
190; class Tlił 154: murtinensis paporum. Honigmann, Sur les Listes 339 tends to 
recognize the ancient Apollonia of Pisidia: MopSiaioy or MópSioy. We will find 
another Akademius (below n. 190). This repetition within the same Provincc has induced 
Honigmann, Listę 36-7 (and 51) to opt for the same man. Chabot 184: MyritinT; PNN IV, 
156: amordiane. 

173 Pushed below in the Coptic list. 

174 Turner I/I class V om. Chabot 186: Anladia; PNN IV, 155: alateus. The order in 
PNN V: n. 189, 188, 190. 

175 p NN 155 ; Bareon; PNN I, 155 and PNN II, 150 have Bdpewę. The Syriac 
reads B’ARU’A. 

176 Our Syriac follows the Greek rendering. PNN V om.; PNN IV, 160 reads 
theodóros usin; Turner I/I 183b classes I-II om., classes II1-IIII havc usensis while class 
V reads uis. Chabot 189: Teodoros of Aqlasadon. PNN 1,156: Ouaa8u>v. It is rcasonable, 
however, to identify this Theodorus with the Isaurian (n. 161 abovc), though the stcms of 
the two cities’ names sound quite different in Greek as well as in Syriac: OYAEA and 
OYAZA (the Syriac lamed is elear in the MS); the Index restitutus has OYYAAON (n. 
161) and OYASAAON. It need hardly be said that the scribe could easily havc copied a 
lambda instead of an ałpha. Cf Honigmann, Sur le Listes 331; Schwartz 69 kceps Pisidia 
as the right place for this bishopric. 
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AtiKia 177 

193- AAfiN 

Ainda 178 

194- EuSi-pos 

llaTapa 

na[i4>tA'ia 

195- Ka\(\)iK\fjs' 

TTepyri 

196- Lupeaios 

TeApipafaiós 

197- Zeń£ios 

OńdppTi? (OYPABON) 1 

198- Aópivoj (AOMONOZ) 

'AaTTeySos 

199- KiiyTiayó? (KT1NT1ANOZ) 

ZeXeuKia 

200- TTaTpiKtoj 

Ma^Lpaayo(u)TToXLs 

201- ’AcJ)po8iaios' 

Mayubioy (MAfEAGN) 

N^aow 

202- Ei)4>póaovos' (EY<J>POZOYNOZ) ToSo? 180 

203- Me\t<f>piov 181 

Kai 

204- ZYpaT^yLOS' 182 

Arjpiyos 

f. 41 

205- 'AAiTÓSiopoę 

KepKupa 183 

Kapia 

206- Euaepetoj 

’AyTLÓxeia 

207- ’ A pip. wy to s 

’A<f>po8uńas 

208- Euyeyios - 

'ATToAAumas 

209- Ar|TÓ8copo? 

KipupaTtoy 


177 Turner I/I class V om. 

178 The Syriac column reports twicc “Lycia.” PNN V om.; PNN IV, 161. Chabot in 
his apparatus (p. 252, n. 16) rcads this cntry as a corruption of Oua/a&oy Aimas. 
Looking at our MS, thc Greek has two entries clcarly and properly written; the Syriac 
places as usual Ihe number of bishops before Ihc Provincc, and the beth underlines the 
two entries. See, however, thc good argument by Honigmann, Sur les Listes 331. 

179 Turner I/I 159 class V: uarbis. Chabot 193: Eurekon. OTAPBON : Lihaćev n. 13 
in Honigmann, Sur les Listes 336. The Syriac rcads U’ARBON. 

180 Turner 1/1 164 class V om. Rhodos; the Coloniensis om. Eufrosoius. 

181 Chabot 199: Alaparon. 

182 Tcxt reads ZTPOTl Tl OZ. This sccms to be ZyparpyLO? 'HtJwiaTLaę (n. 218): cf 
Schwartz 77 and thc rcmarks by Honigmann, Sur le Listes 340. 

183 Turner I/I, 203 class V om. our nn. 204-5. Chabot 201: Apollonias. Giving credit 
to Honigmann, Listę 38, this bishop is thc same as n. 209. 
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0pĆtKT| l84 (0APKH) 


211-IIaLSepcoj 

r HpdKXeia 185 

AaKta 

212- npwTOYevr|S 

213- MdpKo? 

ZapSiKrj 

KOMEON lirOl KA.(A?)A 

Mi/aia (MOTZ1A) 
214- TTlcjtos 

MapKiavouTToXię 

MaKe8oi/ia 187 

215- ’AXe£av8poę 

0eaaaXovLKT] 188 

’Axai.a 

216- TTlctto? 

217- Mapaoj 189 

218- STpaTriYtoj 

'AOpya^ 

Boiama 

'HcJjatcmafs) 190 

0eaa( a)\ia 

219- KXai)8iavój 

220- KXeóytKOs 

0eaaaXia 191 

0fj(3as 192 


184 Tcxt reads 4>APKH. 

185 Turner I/I, 203 class V om. 'HpaKXeLa. 

186 Lihaćev n. 29 (Honigmann, Sur les Listes 336) reads KABAPIC; Honigmann, ib. 
339: KaXa3pLaę t)tol Kopiom; fuli discussion in Honigmann, Listę 40. The same 
author, finally, gives this entry as MapKoę Topeom (Tóppę): “The original list of the 
members of the council of Nicaea, the Robber-Synod and the council of Chalcedon,” Byz 
16 (1942-43) 22. The second word is illegible. PNN V, 205: Calabriac; Turner T/l, 205b: 
Comeensis, though class V om. the city. The Syriac reads QUME’ON. 

187 Chabot does not have the title, and places Macedonia after Achaia. 

188 Turner I/I 214b class IIII add.: budis astericnsis; class V: bozis stubis (is it our n. 

222 ?). 

189 Like PNN V, 212 (=Eubocas); Braun 33. PNN I, 213 and II, 199 have McipKoę. 
Turner I/I class V om. 

190 See our fn. to n. 204. 

191 Turner I/I class V om. 

192 PNN V omit. 
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221- Ki\(i)kuivós 193 

KapTayeya (XAPTATENA) 

AapSańa 194 

222- BotiSios 

Xtó|3iov (ZTPOTBfiN) 195 

223- Aóptvo? 

TTayyoy[a 

faWia 

224- NtKdatoj 

Aoutaj (AOTZIA) 

225- 0eó<f>i\os 

roT0ta (EOYT01A) 

226- KaSpoj 

Bóanopoj 


(Constantinople, 381 A D.) 

f.67 196 

1- NeKTapLOj KwyaTayTLyoiiTToXLj 197 

(Aiydittoj 198 ) 

2- Tl^óScoj 


193 Likc Lihaćev n. 37 (Honigmann, Sur les Listes 337); clscwhere as KauakLcu/ós - : 
Honigmann, Listc 41. From now on there is a slight variation of order in our list, the city 
being mentioned first: we givc the set of names as above, although one ought to 
recognize that our Syriac follows the order in Add. 14.528. Chabot 216 n. 4 is aware of a 
corruption in his list, 

194 PNN V, 209, Braun 33, Turner I/I, 209, class 1111 add Decus Macedoniac. 

195 Placed by Turner I/I 214 class 1111 in Dalmatia. 

196 Since the first Greek entries, at the very beginning of the list, have perhaps not 
been numbered correctly, there is variation in the order of names in this folio: the set 
“namc-city” is not written on the same linę, but is placed one on top of the other. This 
causes somc difficulty in the reconstruction of the list itself (notę the disappearance of 
sees in Egypt, and of Cyril at Jerusalem). Furthermorc, we have noticed a smaller 
pcrcentage of errors due to omophony than hitherto noted. 

197 The two names are written vertically between the columns. The Syriac starls 
rightly at the top of the column in the proper order. 

198 Mentioned in Syriac, on the first linę of the Greek column. 
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3- AcopóSeo? 199 


TTa\aiaTLVTi 200 


4- re\daioę 201 

Kaiadpeia 

5- MctKĆpi 

'lepuaSy (rEI(?)P!XnN) 

6- AioydaLOj (AlONTEOE) 

AióaTToXij 

7- TTpiCTKiavój 

NLKÓTTOXię 202 

8- 2aTo(u)pvTvoę 203 

EepaaTf] 

9- ' P(oD)(f>os' 

Eki)0óttoXlj 

10- Aij£evTios (EYHENITIOE) 

’AaKaXwy 

11- AlAiayój 

’1 a puna 

<t>Oll/LKr| 


12- Zf|Vioy 

Tu po? 

13- TlauAoj 

Ei8u>y 

14- Neorapos' 

ITroAepuus 

15- 4>lXlttttoj 

AaptaaKÓ? 

16- BapaKÓj 204 

TTayeas (TIANEAN) 

17- Tip.ó0eoj 

Br|pu0ós 

18- BaatAelSri? 

BtpXoj 

19- MwKipioj 

v Apa8oę 

f. 67v 

20- ’AXć£ay8pos ”ApKa 

(APKH)Sid 0eo8oa[ou TTpeaPuT(epou) 

2tipia Koi\f| 


21- MeXeTio? (ME Al Tl OE) 

’AyTLÓxeict 

22- neAdyioj 

AaoSiKeia 

23- 'AKdKtoj 

Bepoia 

24- ’1 wayyri? 

'AtTapLeia 

199 Of coursc, nn. 2-3 are the bishops of Alexandria and Oxyrhyncus respecdvely. 

200 As mentioned, Cyril has been omitted in the Greek, but appears in the Syriac. 

201 Patmos T, 5; Palmos B, 5: TTfXdyLoę; Turner 11/2 5: Gelasius; Mansi III, 568 has 

Thalassius and another lectio mentions Gelasius; Gelzer 126. 

202 Cowper 35 om. 


203 Palmos T, 9; Patmos B, 9: NLXoę. Satuminus appears in Mansi III, 568 but as 
Scythopolitanus. The Syriac relates him to Sebaste. 

204 Chabot 17; Bracchus. 
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25- BL£os 205 Xe\euKeia 

26- Evjae(3ioę 'EmcJjdyeia 

27- MapKiavós XeXei)KÓ|3r|Xos' 

28- riaTpóc))LXoę 206 Kai’EX tt[6loj TTpea(3ńTep(oi) ’AvTLoxeta(ę) 207 

29- EuaefBeios' XaXKtj 

30- Aop.vivós rd(3aXa 

31- BaaiAIyos 'PacJjayeia (PA«J>ANZA) 

’Apa(3ta 

32- 'Ayamo? Kai BaydSioę (BA AA TOS) 208 BóaTpa 

33- ’EXttl8loj (AAIEIIAIOZ) AtoyDaias 

34- OOpdytoj 'ASpacJn) (AAPAAH) 209 

35- XLXwy KioyaTayTiyafs?) 

36- ieufjpos 1 NedTToXi? 

OcpoTiPT) (Oa8por|yr|) 

37- EuAóyios' 

38- Bltoj 210 

39- ’A(3papuos 

MeaoTTOTapta 

40- Mapa? 

41- BA0MHZ 211 

42- ’[ opiyoj 


v E8e(a)aa 

Kappa(i) 

BaTyaiy 


v Api8a 
KcoyaTayTiya 
'Eppapta (AMAPIA) 


f. 68 'A.youaToę - ' Y$paTr|caa 
43- ©eóSoTos 1 'lepdTToXię 


205 Cowpcr 35: Binus; Turner 11/2, 26: Bizas, Byzus. 

206 Mansi, ib.: Flavianus. 

207 Chabot 29: Saizar, then adding: n. 30 Severus of Paltos and n. 31 Flavianus and 
Elpidianus pricsts of Antioch (these 2 priests are mcntioncd also by the Patmenses). 
Cowper 35 follows Chabot’s. Turner H/2 class I reads: 29) Patrofilus larislae; 30) 
Scuerus palti (partensis = class IV); 31) Flauianus et Hclpidius praesbyteri antioceni. 

208 Patmos T 35: BaydALO?; Cowper 36 omits Bagadius. 

209 The Syriac reads ADRADY. 

210 Chabot 41-42 does not follow our order (nn. 38-39). 

211 Chabot 44: Battis (cf apparatus); Patmos T 44 and Patmos B read Bcmii/r|ę; 
Mansi 569: Bathes et Batenis. Cowper 36: Bathi. 
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44- ’AvtIoxo? 

45- 'IcńSiopos 

46- 'lofftyos 

47- Mdptę 212 

KiAiida 

48- AióScopo? 

49- KupiaKÓ? 

50- 'Hauxios 

51- reppiayos 1 (IVpp.ayeos) 

52- 'Aepioę 

53- <J>iXópiouaos 

54- ’OXlipiTTLOJ 

55- 0eóc^tXos 

KaTTnaSoKia 

56- ’EXX(a)8ioę 

57- rpriYÓpLo? 

58- AlSepio? 

59- BOCTTTÓplOJ 

60- ’OXup.mo? 

61- PpriYÓpLoj 

Appieńa MiKpa 

62- ’0t po^ios- 214 

63- ’OTpor|Loę 

’I aaupia 

64- Zi)|iTTÓaLOj 216 

65- MoyTayós 217 


ZapóaaTa 

Kuppoę 

TTeppri 

AoXlxt] 

Tapeto? 

”A8aya 

'EmcJjayeia 

KtóplKO? 

ZecjjypLoy 

nopmoinToXLj 

MotfjoueaTia (M040TE0ZT1 A) 
’AXe£dy8peia Sló ’OXi)p.Tr(.ou 213 
TTpeaflyTĆpoy 

Kaiaapfia 

Nucj(a)a 

Tuaya 

KoXcóyeia 

ITapyaaó? 

Na£tay£ó? 

MeXnr|U^ 

’Apa(3iaaó? 215 

SeXeiiKeia 

KXay8LÓtToXLj Sta riaiiXou 


212 Parmos T, 50 and Patmos B: Maplyoę. 

213 The Patmenses, Turner 11/2, 58 and Mansi III, 569C read Alypium. 

214 Turner II/2 class I om. our nn. 62-63, while class liii keeps them; cf Cod. Theod. 
XVI, 1,3. 

215 Chabot 67 has also Janus of Zebnos; on him: Gelzer 127. 

216 Patmos T 67 and B,69: ’OXOpmoę. 
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TTpeapuTĆpou 

66- «J>tXó0fOS 

Elpr|yoinToXis 

f. 68v 

67- ' YtfjLcmos 218 

4>tXa8eX4)La 

68- Mouatóyioę 219 

KeXey8eptj 

69- Maptyoj 

AaXta(a)ay8oę 

70- 0eo8óaioę 

’AyTLÓxeta 

71- 'ApT^puoj 

TlTlÓTTOXię 

72- Nćtoy 220 

2ęXr|yous 

73- MoyTayó? 

AiOKaiadpeia 

74- Eua(e)(3ios 221 

”OX(3r| 222 

KuTTpOS" 

75- ’1ouXlos 

lldt^os' 

76- GeótTpeTTOj 223 

Tpip.0oDę 224 

77- Tux wV 

Tapaaaós 

78- Myf)pti(o)s 

KiTtoy (KiniOZ) 22 * 

TTctp.4>L)\La. 226 

79- TpoTXoę 227 

Atyaiytoy 228 

80- AoYyTyoę 

KoXu(3paaoę (KOATMBASIOK) 

81- 0eó8oi)Xoj 

KopaKT^atoy 

82- 'Haó8ouXoj 

KÓTatya 229 


217 Mansi irwerts our nn. 65-66. 

218 Wc rctain this lectio instead of 'T^lcttos’. Turner II/2, 70 class IIII has him as 
Ypistius. 

219 Pushed below in Mansi III, 570. 

220 Chabot 76: Leo. 

221 In Mansi beforc our n. 73. 

222 ’OX0lt|? The Syriac reads AWLBY. 

223 Cowper 37: Theoporphus; Turner II/2, 79 class I has Theopropus, class IIII reads 
Theoponfos. 

224 The Syriac reads TRIMITU(0)S. 

225 Chabot’s MS omit nn. 77-78. 

226 TTap.<J>LXi.a writien again vcrtically betwecn the columns. 

227 The Patmenses read 'PópAoę. 

228 Cf the argument pul forward by Gelzer 127-8 (ATHNON - AATHNON). 
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83- Tdtos 230 

Aup(3r| (?) (AOPBH) 

84- Touptaiayós 231 

Kaa(a)u)v 

85- M(8o? 

TTdy(e)p.os 

86- 'HpaKketSris - 

Teł x°? 232 

87- 0eó8ou\oę 

2)1 AAOYN 233 

88- Tlap.p.eytos' 

’A(pta)aó? 

AiiKaopta 

89- ’Ap.cJ)L\óxLos 

’1 KÓytov 234 

90- KupiAkos 

Oi)ptd(yaSa) 235 

91- ’ApLaTocJ)dvr|s 

ScoTTaTpa 

92- TlaOkoę 

AóaTpa 

93- ’ly£ouę 236 

Kóptya 237 

94- AapeLOj 

MtaOeta (MimA) 238 

95- AeóyTtoj 

IlępTa 

f. 69 

96- ©eoSóatos' 

" TSri? 239 

97- EóaTpaTtos 

Kdyat 


229 The Patmenses have Karwćoy; Mansi 579 rcads Commaccnsis. 

230 Cowpcr and the Patmenses place him soon after our n. 79. 

231 Turner, Patmos 169, 87: Touf|tnoę; Mansi, ib. reads Tuesianus. 

232 The Syriac reads TlKU(0)S. As far as we know, thcre in no reasonablc answcr to 
the splitting of TIar'ep.oÓTax°S' (Nicaea n. 156) where Faustus presided over this see. 
Gelzer 128 (“offenbar liegt ein alter Fehler zu Grund”). Turner, in his commcnlary on the 
Patmos MSS, also points out the unso!ved ąuestion (p. 173). The entire matter should be 
regarded as an altcration of the original sourcc: Honigmann, Recherches 441 and fn. 4. 

233 The Syriac reads SlYALUAN; Chabot 91 and apparatus (Gelzer 128). Elsewhcrc 
we assigncd with reservc Theodulus to Syllion in 381 (cf Ruggicri, “The Metropolitan 
City of Syllion and its Churches,” JÓB 36 (1986) 144; il is evidcnt that we arc dealing 
here with Syllion (cf Turner’s commentary on the Patmenses 173). This lcctio should 
then be added to those already known (JÓB 36 pag. 134, n. 2). 

234 A close friend of Grcgory of Nazianzus: PG 37, 393D; Gregory of Nyssa, Lettres, 
ed. P. Maraval (SC 363, Paris 1990) ep. XXV, p. 288. 

235 The Syriac reads AWMAN’ADA. 

236 Cowpcr 34: Ainazus; Turner II/2,96 class IIII: Inzus. 

237 Kópva: Ptolcm. V, 6, 16; Synekdemos 676, 1. 

238 MLoStoy: Ptolem. V.4,12; MitrOeia: Notitia I, 360 et passim; Chabofs MS om. 

239 Later the scribc scems to have added a smali omicron on top of the word 
(TAOHZ?); Chabot’s MS; om. 
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98- Ad<f>VOS 

99- Ecycyios 1 

100- ’1 Miipioę 

101- Zeurjpoę 


Aeppri 
TTóaaXa 
”1 aaupa 240 

"Ap-jBAaSa (AMBAAAA) 241 


UiCTioia 

102- "OtTTip.oę 242 ’AvTLÓxeia 

103- GepLiaTLOj (0EOM12TIOZ) 243 ’A8pLavoi)iro\Lę 


104- v AT(T)aXoę 244 

105- ’Avav(i)os 

106 - <J>auaTOj 247 

107- ’1 coyTyoę 248 

108- KaXXlviKoę 

109- EuaTdSLOj 

110 - IlaTpliaoę 

111- Aoukioj 

112- AoAXiavóę 251 

113- Typayyoj (TATPANOS) 

114- Ai)£ayiiy 

115- EuXdXioę 252 


IIpfólaTaya 245 
"ASaSa (AAAAA) 246 
Alpeya 

EaydAaaaos' (EAAAEAZZOZ) 

lIolpay8oę 249 

Mt|tpóttoXls 

I7APAA2ZA 250 

NeaTToXis' 

Zio£óttoXis' Sta Sup.TTXeKLOi) 

TTpeafBuTepou 
TTpeapUTepo? ’Ap(p)ópiov 
TTpea(3i)Tepos 'ATTdpeui 
TTpeapiiTepo? Kóyaya (KONNANA) 


240 The bishop may be a friend of Gregory of Nazianzus: TAdpLOs emoKo-rTo? . . . 
Tfjs' icaTa 'laauplay (PG 37, 396A). 

241 At Nicaea we found ABAAA1 A. Cf Ptolem. V.4.11. 

242 Known to Gregory of Nazianzus: PG 37, 393D; Patmos T, 105 and Patmos B, 
106 read Otitlolo^ . 

243 Gregory of Naz.: PG 37, 396A; Patmos T, 106 and Patmos 107: 0f p.LaTos'. 

244 Patmos T, 107 and B, 108: "AyyaAoę. 

245 Instead of fTpócrrapa: Gelzer 130. 

246 The Syriac reads ALADA. 

247 Cowpcr 38: Postus; Turner 11/2 109: Faustus. 

248 Patmos T, 110 and Patmos B,111: 'lojyyLoę. 

249 As poemandrensis in Turner II/2, 111 class IIII. This is Tupdy&ę (Synekdfemos 
673, 2; Gelzer 129; Turner 11/2 111 class I: thimandum). Chabot 112: PMNDRVS (and 
apparatus); the Syriac reads PUMANDU(0)S. 

250 Text legii riAPAAZZA. Chabot PRQI and apparatus. Cowper 38: of Parason 
(Baris). Our Syriac reads PARA’ASA. 

251 Patmos T, 115 and B, 116: AouALayós’. 

252 Patmos T, 118 and B, 119: TkaSioę. 
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116- GeoaePeios 1 


4>iXopuXlou(?) (<t>l AOMIAAZ) S L d 
Baaaou TTpecrpn-epoii 


AliKia 

117- TaTiayóę 

118- TTióvios 253 

119- EiiSripioj 

120- IlaTpLKLoę 

121- Aouttlkios 

122- MaKeScóy 


Mii pa 

Xalpia 

TldTapa 

Oi.yoa(y)8a 

Aipupa 254 

Zdy0oj 255 


f. 69v 

123- 'Piopi(ayóę) 

124- 'Eppaioę 256 

125- 0EOANT1NOZ 258 


4>acTT|X[j 

BOYBONEA 257 

”Apa£oę 259 


<I>piryia 2a\oDTapT| 

126- Bitoj TTpipyriaoj 

127- Ad^aytayos- 260 Eiucapma 


4>piryLa HaKaTiayf| 

128- NeKTapio? 'Anrna 

129- GeóSwpoę Eupeyia 8 ia IIpotJjÓTOu 261 TrpeaJBuTepou 


Kapiaę 

130- BOSAkios 262 


'AcJjpoSuńaę 


253 Chabot 122: Ponios. 

254 Text legii Al MYPA. 

255 Tcxt legii HANAOX. 

256 Pushed below in Mansi III, 571. 

257 Bou(3tóv?: Ptolcm. V.3.8. Mansi 571: Biboncnsis, Bubonensis. Cf Turner II/2, 
127. 

258 Patmos T, 128 reads 0eoai/Tiay6ę; Patmos B, 129: GoayTiayóę; Mansi 571 
Theantimus e Thcantianus; Turner 11/2,128 reads Thoantinos. 

259 Chabot’s MS omit. 

260 The Patmenses read Ay^dyucoę; Mansi 571 Auxamanus; Turner 11/2 130 class 
1111 reads Auxanianos. 

261 Patmos T, 132 and B, 133: llpofawroupou (also Turner 11/2, 132). 
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131- Aećnmos 

Kipupa 263 

Bi0i/ńa 

132- Eiicjipdaios' 264 

NiKopf|8eta (N1KOMHAH) 

133- AwpóOeoę 265 

NLicaia 

134- ’0\up.moę 

NeoKatadpeta 

135- 0eó8oi)Xo? 

XaXKT]8tóy 

136- EuaTaOioę 

npouaa (TTPOTZH) 

TTófToę ’A[_idaTia 2fi6 

137- TIavaó4)ioę 267 

”1 Ptopa 268 

Muata 

138- MapTf|pLoj 269 

MapKiavoinroXis 

2ki!0'ia 

139- Tepeimoę 270 

TOMEA 271 

140- ALOeptoj 

XepaóvT]aos 

141- 2ePaaTi(a)vóę 

’AyxLaXoj 

ZTTańa 272 


262 PatmosT, 133 and B, 134: EkSlklo?. 

263 Cowpcr 39: Cilharon. 

264 Cowper 39: Euphronius. 

265 Palmos T, 136 and B, 137: Gfófitupoę. 

266 Turner 11/2 as 140: P. Ponti Amasiae. Sec the good rcconstruction worked out by 
King 639; a good previous commenlary on this last scction of nanieś in Honigmann, 
Recherches 440-9. 

267 St. Grcgoire de Nazianze, Leitres , ed. P. Gallay (Paris, 1967) II, 120-122 (cp. 
228-9). 

268 King 639, 140; RE IX, 816; C. Zuckermann, TM 11 (1991) 483, n. 44. 

269 Cod. Theod. XVI, 1, 3, reads Marmarius; in apparatus also as Mart(h)arius and 
Macharius. 

270 Cod. Theod. XVI, 1, 3: Tirennius; Cowpcr 39: Tematius; Turner II/2, 142 class 
IIII has Gerontius. 

271 TopLę, Toprię: Synekdemos 637, 1; Ptolem. III, 10, 8: Tópoi. Notitia I, 40: ó 
Tópr|ę (see the hypothesis put forth in fn. on Nicaca 213). The Patmcnses start erring. 

272 Honigmann, Recherches 448 believes that 2/nmaa (SKapla) is an old de- 
formation of 'Amapta. 
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142- v Aypi.os 'Hplp.oy-ros' (1MHM0N0T02) 

TTÓFToę TTo\eiiŁLiVLaKÓs' 

143- 'ATdppioj Sta ’AkuXoi) dyayywaTOi) 

KCNZTANT1 NOS NI KAI 273 . 
v AyKiipa ra\aTia atiSePTLa awoSoę 274 (314 a.d.). 


f. 48 

1- 

OiuTd(Xi.)s 275 

’AyTtóxeta 

2- 

MapKeXXo? 

v AyKi)pa 276 

3- 

’AyptKÓXaoj 277 

Kaiadpeta 278 

4- 

Aoumoę 279 

Tdpao? 

5- 

(Ba)atXetoj 

'Apidaera 

6- 

(4>i)Xa8e McJaJo? 

'HXlouttoXlj 

7- 

Ei)aTaXios 

NT ko pup Se ta 

8- 

'HpaKXeioj 

Zf|Xioy 

9- 

HfTpOJ 

’1 KÓytoy 

10- 

Notjyexoj 280 

AaoStKeta 

11- 

Zepytayó? 

’AyTt(ó)xeta TTunSta 

12- 

(E)mSańpios 

TTćpyri 281 

13 

NapKLOCTOJ 

NepiayLaj 282 


273 Schulthess 29; Cowpcr 41; Cf Joannou, Discipline 1/2, 54-55; for the synods of 
Ancyra and Caesarca, see also E. Honigmann, Patristic Studies, ST 173, (1953) 1-6. 

274 Thcrc is no clue to which synod (i.c. Ancyra or Caesarea) one should lextually 
relate ayO€VTLa auyoSoę which runs vertically between the columns. 

275 Text legit OT1T1AA1X; at Caesarea as 001x0X10? (n. 1). 

276 Text legit AIAKTPA. 

277 Text legit AFP1KAAOZ. 

278 It is uncerlain whether one should read Caesarea of Palcstine, or rather the other 
one in Cappadocia; cf below Caesarea n. 3. 

279 In the synod of Caesarea as Aoutttto? (n.2). 

280 Nunechius: Turner II/l, 32; Pitra, Spicilegio 444. 

281 Text legit TTAPrH (Ilepyp is known to our scribe: cf Nicaea n. 195). Prisca reads 
Perges (Turner II/l, 32; Mansi II, 534); Dionysii Had. has “pisidiensis” (Turner 11/1, 51, 
Mansi II, 517, 534) and Isidori uulgata “pergamenus” (Turner 50, Mansi II, 534). 

282 Text legit NEPflONl AX. This bishop will bc at Caesarea (n. 20) and Nicaea (n. 
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Kaiaapeia (315/319) 283 


1- Oi)iTaXioę 284 

2- Aouttttos 285 

3- AeóvTioę 286 

4- BaaiAeuę 287 

5- OuaXeimvóę 288 

6- rp(r|)YÓpioj 289 

7- Aoyytvoę 290 

8- 'HpaKAeios -291 

9- ”ApcJ)i(ov) 292 

f. 48 v 

10- ’Epu0pioę 293 

11- Oi)aXeimv(óę) 

12- reppidyioj 294 

13- 1’priyópLOS 

14- ZdyKTOj 295 


283 Schulthess 30; Joannou, Discipline 1/2, 75. These signalorics arc attachcd to thosc 
of Ancyra without any mark of differentiation. See J. Lebon, “Sur un concile de 
Cćsarće,” Mus 51 (1838) 121. 

284 Of Antioch; already secn al Ancyra (n. 1). 

285 Cf Ancyra n. 4. 

286 At Nicaea, as bishop of Caesarea of Cappadocia (n. 101). 

287 Cf At Ancyra (n. 5) rendered as BaaUaoę. 

288 The reconstruction seems correct. We are inclined to believc that the scribc has 
writlen Valentinus twicc (n. 11 bclow), as in the casc of Grcgorius. The Syriac has 
Oualcntinos twicc, like the Greek. 

289 The text reads HTOPIOZ with room at the beginning for two morę letters. 
According to the Latin tradition (C. Busuioc, Sinodul local din Neocesarea, Bucaresti 
1915, 18; Turner 11/1, 32 e 52; Mansi 11, 548) Gregorius is cpiscopus Kymensis. lt is 
believed that this bishop’s name appears twice (cf n. 13 below). 

290 At Nicaca (n. 118). 

291 At Ancyra (n. 8) and later at Nicaea (n. 117). 

292 It is rather difficult to establish the text: p. is lcgiblc, <J> elear, i discernible. The 
lower left margin is virtually obliterated. lf we are correct, we have thus the bishop of 
Epiphanea in Cilicia (cf Nicaea n. 91). 

293 Episcopus Placiancnsis, Galatia Prima; Honigmann, Patristic Słudies, ST 173, 
(1953), 4; of Colonea in Cappadocia. 

294 Episcopus Neapolis, in Palestina; cf Nicaea n. 26. 
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15- ”A\cJ)ios 296 

16- Eakapumos 297 

17- Ancdaios 298 

18- E-recJ)avos 299 

19- ZdSos 300 

20- NapKiaaoj 301 

21- repóvTios 302 

22- ©eóScopos' 


f. 52 


rdy(y)pa (340 a.d. ca.) 303 


EuCTTd0LOS > ’Ap[i.ei/ia 304 

1- Euaefhos' 

2- Al\iavós' 

3- T priyópLoę 

4- ' TTTaTLOę 

5- TTpoaipeatos 

6- 'HpaKAeioj 

7- Ewyemos 

8- BiBiiakój 


295 Rcndered as Xanlulus in the Latin tradition; his seat remains unknown. 

296 Cf Nicaea n. 59. 

297 Cf Nicaea n. 61 (Zaka^.duriS'). 

298 Ep. Tav(u)iensis; cf Nicaea n. 125. 

299 We are told by the Latin tradition of a certain Stephanus chorepiscopus Cappado- 
ciae; if hc is the same one, he tums up again at Nicaea (n. 106). 

300 Busuioc Sinodul local 18; Turner H/l, 53 reads Redus. Turner II/l, 52 in the 
Isidori Uulgata as Sedus. Both of the leetiones define this member as chorepiscopus 
Cappadociac. At Nicaea our MS will mark out a certain 'PóSwu x co P eTT taKOTroę (n. 107) 
who should then probably bc identified with Sados of Cacsarea. 

301 Ep. Neroniadis (Nereniadis) of Cilicia Secunda. He was at Ancyra (n. 13) and 
will appear again at Nicaea (n. 92). 

302 Ep. Larissae, Coeles Syriae; at Nicaea n. 69. 

303 Schulthess 51; Joannou, Discipline 1/2, 83; Schwartz 51-2; V. N. BeneSević, 
Syntagma XIV Titulorum sine Scholiis (Petropoli, 1906) 242; Turner H/2, 146, 153 and 
172-3; Mansi II, 1098 and 1110. Because of the mutilation of the margin of the folio, we 
cannot ascertain the correct reading of NIKA(I?) placed soon after Tayypa. 

304 The list begins with ’App.evLa and ends with Eustathius; this bishop has not bcen 
numbered. See the incipit in Turner II/2, 153. 
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9- <Jh\itós 

10- TldtTTTOS 

11- BAZ(aiavóę) 305 

12- BaatXeioę 

13- EOyeyLos 

14- Baaaoę 

15- ’OXup.mos' 

16- Ei)XdXtoj 


2uvo8oę ’AyTLÓxeLa (341 A.D.) 306 

f. 55 

1- TapKo8Lp.avToę (TAPKOTA1. .N. . .) 

2- Bdacoj 

3- EOaTaSioę 

4- Xin(NA?) 307 

5- MaytKioj 

6- MaiccSóyios 

7- 'Ayamos 

8- 0eó8iopos 

9- GeoSóato? 

10- 0eó8oi)(X)oj 

11- v AXcJ)ios 

12- 'Aydmoj 

13- ’ApxeXaoj 

14- TTeTpos 

15- 'Hai)XLOS‘ 

16- ’AvaTÓXio(j) 

17- (Ei)ae)(3toę(?) 

18- 20 ... (’Avtloxos?) 308 


305 The Greek can be read as far as the First three letters; the reading is here 
supplemented by the Syriac. In the Dionysii II (Turner II/2 173 class I and H) this bishop 
is mentioned. 

306 Schulthcss 65; Cowper 43; Joannou, Discipline 1/2, 100-101; Turner 11/2, 313. 

307 The shape of the iota is not in kecping with the usual lettering: it scems a funny 
minuscule iota madę higher; the finał syllable is hypothetical (2 or 3 letters?). One is 
reminded of a certain Cyrion (Cherion, Chirion) listed in Turner 11/2, 231 (Quirion, 315). 
The Syriac is illegible. 
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21- ’A\ć£av8poę 

22- MÓKipio? 

23- TTcitpIkios 

24- AtSepLO? 

25- TTAT. . .OZ 

TlaXaujT[yr| «J>olvlkt| ’ETTap(x)Łcis ,:,()9 

ZapSLKfjfs?) (’ETrap)xtaj (343-344 a.d.) 310 

f. 106v 

1- TLp.ó0eoj TTdiTa 

2- (0)r|(3a(t)s 

3- ’AXe£ay8peta Atyimros' 

4- HaXaLaTLyr] 

5- «J>OLytKT] 

6- ZupLa 

7- KtXiida (KAA1K1A) 

8- KatTTTaSoKia 

9- nóyTO? 

10- lTacJ)XaYoy[a 

11- raXaT[a 

12- Bt0uy[a 

13- ’EXX^atToyTOj 

14- 'Aaia 

15- TliaiSia 

16- ^piiyta 

17- TTap.<f>i)Xta 

18- Kapla 

19- (Au?)8lci 

20- ('Fo?)8óttt| 

21- (0)pąKr| 


308 These last names are completely illegible in Greek as wcll as in Syriac. 
Considering thc spacc lcft on the lower right margin of the folio, we can assume the 
presence of another thrcc names after Eusebius. Betwecn the columns, written vcrtically, 
the text reads as follows: 'Apaflia - Ni.(K?)aLa - KwycrrayTlyos’. 

309 Further below the columns, we read: ..AZE1NTOTT.. 2XA. 

310 Joannou, Discipline 1/2, 156-7; Turner 1/3, 546 ff. Dc Clercq, Ossius of Cordova 
313 ff (csp. 327-330). Because of awkward position of the Greek text within the folio, 
the Syriac does not follow thc Greek entries exactly. 
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22- .. . ovroę 

23- (TTay)yoyia 
23- Mima 

24 (’Aic?)aida 

f. 107 3 " 

25- ZapStKfi 

26- 'Pcóp.r| 

27- FaXXia 

28- ’lTaXia 

29- ’laTTavLaę 

30- KapiTTayLa 

31- KaXa[3piai 

32- FA<f>)piK(f|) 312 

33- (S)ap8ayta 313 

34- AaK(la) 

35- Maxe8oyia 

36- 0ea(aa)Xta 

37- "HTTeipos 1 

(0pdKT], ’Po8óttt|, 'Arna, KapLa, BiSwia, ’EXXr|atToyTos, TKóJyTO? ... 314 
f. 107v 

38- "Oaioj etTLaKOTTOj Koi)p8ou(3r| 

39- Aipiir] 

40- “Ayiaipa raXcma 

- TTaXaurr[yr| 

41- Ki)KXa8es 

- ALyyTTTOS - 0r|Patj. 315 

Pontificio Istituto Orientale Yincenzo Ruggieri, S.J. 


311 Within thc columns follows a repetion of Provinccs already quoted with few new 
oncs added. 

312 Supplied by the Syriac. 

313 Soon afterwards the Greek repeats TTavy<ma. 

314 At least two names, unreadable. 

315 What follows in thc MS is practically illegible. Amongst thc scattered names, we 
mention those Proyinces not yet cited: 'ApafłLa- Traponda Wypala - ’AyTtóxeLa - 
’AXe£ay8poę , AXe£ay8p€Las' already seen as papa. 
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Les formulaires de confession dans la tradition byzantine 
Les sacrements de la restauration de Vancien euchologe 
constantinopolitain 
n-3 

(3 e partie)* 

Partie ni: 

Confession presbytźrale avec questionnaire 

CONF-3:l: Ottoboni 344:1". 73-85v (a.D. 1177, cathedrale cPOtranto) 
(MOR-AKO: MOR 77a-83c; PG 88:1889-1918) 
Barber.443 (jam 233):f. 117v-127 (XIII s„ Otranto) 

(I) Sinai 966:f. 1 -10v (XIII s., Otranto) 

=typc C: pri£res, psaumes et leclures= 

T-12): Ordre et rite de ceux qui se confesseni, 

N-5): composćs par notre saint pere Jean NisteutTs. 122 
A-6): Le pretre prend celui qui va se confesser et le place 
devant le sanctuaire, 

et dit: 

Ps 6, Ps 24, Ps 50, Gloire au Pbre, Ps 31, Ps 69, Ps 10 J. 123 
NB: Barb. 443: 124 


Cf. l e partie: 0CP-92:423-459; cf. ibidem bibliographie et sigles. Cf. 2 e panie: 
0CP-93:63-89. Cf. etiam: M. Arranz, I penitenziali bizantini'. il Proiokanonarion o 
Kanonarion Primitivo di Giovanni monaco e diacono e ił Deuterokanonarion o 
‘Secondo Kanonarion” di Basilio monaco, (= KANONIKA 3), Roma 1993 (sigle: ARR- 
KAN). 

122 T-12): AKo\on0Ia Kai Ta^tj em e£opoAoYoupćywy, N-5): awrayelcra urro 
toD óalou TTaTpos ppCiy 'Icodwoii toO i^ctTeuToO. NB: Ce rite a une importance 
particulifere, non seulemeni parce qu’il est datę et localisś dans une cathedrale de 
1’ApuIie byzantine, mais aussi parce qu’il s’esl conservć dans trois mss. II faut 
cependant noter qu’il ne fait pas partie du corps de 1’euchologe Sinai 966, mais qu’il est 
contenu, ensemble avec le rite II, dćcrit ensuite, dans un petit codex de 24 feuillets 
ajoutć au ddbut de 1’euchologe lui-meme; cf. DM1:205. Le texle a ćlć publiś par Morin 
et repris par Mignę (cf. ARR-KAN:138). 

123 A-6): AapSayei 6 lepeus t6v peWoyra e^opoAcyeiCTacrOaL Kai Icrra a^Toy e\r 
TTpooGey toO OiKnacrrripLou Kai tJjaWel peT’ airnńi t6 TpiadYtoy <al i|taApóy ZT' 


OCP 59 (1993) 357-386 
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Le pretre: Bćnćdiction initialc, trisagion, Pater, 

Ps 6, Ps 24, Ps 31, Gloire au Pere, Ps 37, Ps 69, Ps 50. 

Sin. 966 (premiere page illisible): ... Ps 69, Ps 50. 

tropaires 125 , 

prićre: 

[K2:3]: Seigneur notre Dieu, pere et maitre de tous (cf. OCP-91:136). 

B-7): Le confesseur fait decouvrir la tete au penitent. 

Les deux font trois prostrations.' 26 

Se relevant, (le confesseur) fait cette catectóse: 

[K82:7]: 

1 Ce n’est pas moi qui en premier lieu , mon fils dans 1’esprit, 
reęoit ta confession, 

2 ni celui qui faccorde le pardon, 

3 mais c’est Dieu (qui le fait) & travers moi... 127 


124 Barb.443: OMioyel ó iepebę Kai apxeTai to TpLadyioy, tó nayayia Opia?, tó 
TT dTep ńpwy, to Aeute TrpoaKyy<f|CTU)pey>. 

125 Kai Xeyei TpotTapioy, fjxou A '■ Ti)y TatTeiyf|y pou i|iUXTl 1 ' 

(eTTiaKetTToy MOR) Kópie... ”AX\o - Aid TrXecoy tó irćXaYO? Tfję TTapoucrris- £ 10 % 
eyOupoupai... Tfj Geotokci) eKTeyńs- yyy TTpoaSpdpwpey apapTo>Xol Kai TaTTeiyoi... 

126 B-7): MetA Tairra TTapaaKeudCeL auTÓy aaKetTel tt) Ke4 ) aXfj Tpel? YoytiKXiCTias- 
TOieiy, tTouóy Kai auTÓę waaimos’. 

127 Kai dyacrrdyTa Karr^El \eyoiv oDtws" fK82: 7] 

1 OOk iyio ctou TEKyoy tTye ypaTiKÓy 

2 Ti)y efopoXÓYT|CTiy TTpoTiY 0 ^^ yiuę 8ćx°l i(U 

3 Kai Tpy ayYxii)p'n crl -^ croi TTapExopai‘ 

4 8l’ epou 8 e 6 0eó?' 

5 eKeiyou Y<ip tó ToiouToy ?pYoy, 

6 oę ctou Ti)y T(3y f]papTT|peyu>y ćfopoXÓYT|cjiy iTpocr8f£dpeyos 

7 Kai Tf]y TouTwy dcjjeaiy emPpa^ętjaei 

8 5id rnę fipeTepaj <(ia)ufjs' tbę 8 l’ oiKeLas 1 (fiwi/rjs' auTÓę d^e^ynTo 

9 Kard TToAXj)y kol a<jxiToy t|)iXay0p<oTTLay eLpriKwę outcos" 

10 "Ocra eay 8T)crr|Te i) Xócrr|Te ettI rn? / 75 / yÓ? 

11 ęcrTai Kai kv oupayols - Ta psy 8«8epeya, Ta 8ó XeXupćya. 

12 'Oę oyy au™ Td Kpyrrrd Twy KapSiiSy eLSótl 

13 T(i KpiKjjfj (jol TretTpeYM-^ ya §ie£aYYŚKwy 

14 i ycómoy Ti?>y dYtwy aYY^w y ' 

15 ppSey dTTOKpómJj^s' (MOR 78a: duoKpyuTTis') aTT’ epou 

1 6 Kai aiiTÓę 6 Tiliy KpyrrTiSy Y y w<JTT|S' 

17 d<jxiy'icrei Trdyra Ta uttó aoy t()ayepoupeya‘ 

18 ou póyoy Td TTpoY€Y oy ÓTa Kai Td yyy eyepYT|0EUTa 

19 aXXa Kai (MOR: Kai aXXa) Td eTTiYeyr|CTÓpeya, 
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C-2): Le penitent se decouvre, si c’esl un homme, mćmc 

s’il porte la couronne..., le moine met le capuchon, 128 
E-l 1): il se prosteme devanl le sanctuaire et dit: 


20 Kai ((noTicrei -ppy SLÓyoidy aou 8id toD TTayaytou ITyedpaTO? 

21 Kai 5iSdi;ei. cre pepcpyfiu TrduToTe 

22 Kai XaXe"P ’to ad™ eddpecrra, 

23 Kai &ón ctol TatTelnwaiy dXr|0fj, 

24 dydTrr|v avwÓKpiToy, 

25 paKpoOupiay aueifiKaKou, 

26 LrTTopoWiy Kai T7paÓTT|Ta- 

27 <fió;3oy dyyÓTaToy epBdX-q rfi KapSia crou 

28 Kai dTTa£aTTXco? eitTely 

29 ey 710(701? Tal? tou ayaOwy epydcdaL? pudfir / 75v / aei cre' 

30 KXiyoy Toiyyy w Tf Kyoy to od? crou 

31 Kai fi&etos' aKoucroy 0eoD TTapayyeXpd™y 

32 od™ 8 lo tójv ayuoy ypa<J>wv Trpó? lipa? XeyoyTO?- 

33 ’EmCTTpd<tT|Te TTpo? pe Kai lacropai Td CTuyTpippaTa upcoy, 

34 Kai TTdXiy‘ Mi) (3pa8dyri? eTTicrTpeiJrai (MOR: arToaTpecda?) TTpó? Kdpioy 

35 Kai mi ckAuou ppepay e£ ppepa?, 

36 otl ó OćyaTO? od (3pa8dyei, 

37 Kai auGpwTTo? emCTTpćtda? e£ 68ou dcre^eia? auTou 

38 Ccorj CiicreTai Kai od pi) atToddyi], 

39 Kai Twy dyopićoy auTou od pif) pyr|a0<d, 

40 Kai 7rdXiy 1 ’E^opoXoyelCT0€ tu Kuplu otl xP r l cr TÓ?, 

41 kol- ’L'£opoXoyeIa0e a\Xr|Xoi? to TTapatmópaTa, 

42 kol 1 Ei>xecr0£ drrep dXXf|Xcoy ottco? laOfjTe, 

43 SedTe ypd? [ił TTdyTe? oi Komukre? Kai oi TTecJropncrpeim 

44 KÓyw ayauadaw r)pa?' 

45 outu? ouv 5ia TTacrri? ypatfrfj? youOeTodpeyo? / 76 / 

46 Kai TTpó? peToucriay Tioy odpayiwy Kai diSLuy dya0uy TTpocrKaXodpeyo? 

47 TTpńaxf? piT|TTco peTa ttiu d0em-|CTiy Tioy dOćcrpcoy epywL’ 

48 ei? to adTd TTdXLy emCTTpecJrris- 

49 Kai ópioio0r|CTT|<?> Kuyi TTpd? TÓy i5ioy epeToy crrpecjjopeyip 

50 Kai ul Xouopeyr) ei? KuXLcrpa (Sop|3ópou. 

51 ’18od TfKyoy xdpLTL XpiCTToO to erupcja poyTa UTTe0epr|y ctol 

52 Kai od8dy eyćXitToy tuu ei.? <ixl>eXeiay Kai crwTT|piay crou auyTeiyóyTuy 

53 XoLiróy pi) aya|3a\Aópeyo? f| aicrxuyópeuo? 

54 eycómou ©eou Kai Tioy dylioy dyyeXwy f$dyyeiXoy 

55 ei ydp Kai aLcrxdvT| ctol SoKfi 

56 to Td rf|? alcrxdyr|? dyaKaXdTTTeiy epya, 

57 TTXf)y aKpifkó? TTĆTTeLcro co? 8lo rf|? rnipodoTi? a’iCTxdvr|? 

58 aTTaXXdTTT| tt)? pe\Aodo7)?, 

59 Kai 8 lo Tf|? Twy eyToXuy epyacria? (MOR: epyacuau) 

59 od CTuyxiopiiCTeco? póyoy aXXd ko! crre^duioy koto - / 76v / £ioi' 

60 ey XpiCTTto 'lpcroO tco Kupico fimoy 

61 clj p 8ó^a el? Tofe aicoya?. ’Apf|y. 

128 C-2): Kai peTa toOto ttoleI adToy dTTOCTKeTrd^eCTOai KaOco? TTpoeipr|TaL jTriy 
toutou K6cj)aXTiy ^X eL sl^ai ó to 8Ld8r|pa <J)opc3y edy ecmv ayiip, ec 8d yuiai' ou. ei 
8ł dppa?- d-rrayco rfj? Ke<J)aXfi? adTou to eauTod KouKodXXLoy (3aXeIy. 
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[K91:41: 

1 Jc confesse a toi Seigneur, 

2 crćateur du ciel et de la terre 

3 lout ce qui de cache est dans mon coeur.' 29 

E-12): Le confcsseur place le penitent d’un cóte de 1’entree 

et il se place de 1’autre, 

F-6): etcommence & 1’interroger avec jovialite, 

D-3): en l’embrassant et lui prenant ses mains, 

F-6): surtout s’il le voit en proie it la Lristesse..., 

et d’une voix gaie ct suave lui dit: 130 
[K10:15]:Comment as-lu perdu, frere ou soeur, ta virginile? [...J 
Et 1’interroge sur le meurtre volontaire ou involontaire. 

[KI 1:14]: Et s’il a offense ses parents... [...] 

S’il a fail faux temoignage. 

S’il a offense un pretre ou un parent. 13 ' 

F-10): II rinterroge sur lout et avec toute precision...' 32 

Ayant tout demande et porte un jugement sur ce qu’il a entendu..., 
ił chaque aveu (du penitent le confesseur) dit: (cf. F-3) 

[K4: la]: Que Dieu te pardonne 133 (cf. OCP-92:24). 


129 E-11): Kai Treaeli' ?pTTpoa0ey toD 0uoi.aaTT|p'iou Kai Xeyay outło? (outw? om 
MOR): [K9t:4]: 'Lfop.oXoYoOp.al aoi (TTdrep) Kupie ttoititci oupauou Kai yf|? irdyTa Ta 
KpO<|>i.a tt)? KapSta? pou. NB: TTÓTCp videtur erasum in Ou.344, omm Barb.443 
Sin.966. 

130 E-12): Kai peTti tó dnety Toy Xóyoy TOUToy ayiCTTay auTÓu, Kai laTay ev tw 
eyl pepei. rf|? daóSou toO OuaiaoTpptou Kai auTÓy 'toTaaOai d? tó eTepoy. F-6): Kai 
eTTepwTay ain-óu pera 77001-1? lXapón-|TO? (Barb.443: l. : upań-np-o?) Kai TTpoor|yela?. 
D-3): Et SuyaTÓy Kai KaTa^tAely auTÓy Kai Ta? x e ~ipa? auroO toO efopoXoyoupeyou 
errl TÓylbioy irriTiOely auxćya (et 8uvaTuu...auxeua om Barb.443, ad Kat.), F-6): paXLOTa 
eay ópa auTÓy KaTatToyoópeyoy Kai KaTaKupieuópeuoy (k.kcit. om Barb.443.) Otto Tfj? 
d(J)opf|Toy XOttt|? Kai a’iCTXÓyr|? Kai TTpaeta Kai yaXnyoTdTT| dwyfj Xeyeiy TTpd? ai>TÓy. 

131 [KIO: 15]: TTu? aou KÓpie aSeA^e f| d8eXcJ>ń iv ttpuitol? p TTapOeyta 8iet)>0dpp; 
T...] 'O? 8ł Kai c)>óyou fKouolou Kai aKouotou Siepeuyfiy. [Kil: 14]: Kai et apa ufSpiae 
yoyel? p fTinJrey p ćXoi8óppoe |...] "II (JieuSopapTuptau eTTotpaey. "H u|3piaey lepea f| 
oOyTeKyoy. (Cf. ARR-KAN: 158 et 164). 

132 F-10): Kai dTrXa>? dTTely Trepl TTayTaiy epeuydy peTd Trdcrp? aKpifiela?. 
ćy8ćxeTai ydp Tiya Traaay KaKpy epyaatay peTeX0dy. 

133 F-10): TTdyTa ouy efeTdaa? Kai ÓKpiSaadpeyo? dnep dKouaei toutou 
6poXoyo0yTa kol auyKaTiOfpeyoy ixJ>eXd KaO’ ?KaaToy XeyeLy [K4:la]: 'O 0eó? 
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F-10): Et apres avoir tout examine, la conlession finie, 

le penitent se prosteme et le confesseur dit: 134 
[K4:lc]: (Que) Notre Maitre et Seigneur Jesus Christ (cf. OCP-92:26). 
(NB: Sin.966: [K4:lh]: cf. OCP-92:24). 

[K4:3]: (Que) Dieu qui a pardonne par Nathan (cf. OCP-92:28). 

(K4:2J: ( Que) Dieu notre sauveur, qui pour nous s’estfait homme 

(cf. OCP-92:26). 

(KI: lb]: O Dieu notre Sauveur, qui par Nathan 

(avec des variantes ayant rapport a la confession) (cf. OCP-91:96). 

[Kl:4]: Maitre Dieu, qui appelles lesjustes (cf. OCP-91:118). 

[Kl:3a]: Seigneur Dieu de notre salut, misericordieux (cf. 0CP-91:114). 
(Barb. 443 ajoute ici: [K2:l]: cf. OCP-9l:98). 

[K3:1 ]: Seigneur Jesus-Christ, Fils du Dieu vivant, agneau 
(cf. OCP-91:102). 

[KI :5]: Pere Seigneur, ne livre pas tes serviteurs (cf. OCP-91:122). 

(NB: manque dans Barb.443 et Sin.966) 

(Barb.443 ajoute ici: [K1:9J: cf. OCP-91:132). 

H-3): En le relevant (le confesseur) embrasse (le penitent) 

et 1’encourage en disant: 

[K85:8]: 

1 Voici que par la volonte de Dieu qui aime les hommes, 

2 qui veul le salut de tous, 

3 en faisant recours a la penitence et cn te confessant 

4 tu as ćte dćbarrasse de toutes tes anciennes mauvaises actions: 

5 que donc par negligence des divins commandements 
6. tu ne te charges de nouveaux maux 

7 et qu’il ne t’arrive selon l’Evangile 

8 que le nouveau devienne pire que le precedent, 

au YXWpi)aai ctol (Sin.966: cn^wpiicrei. ctol). 

134 F-10): Kai piera tó aTTapiOpifiaaCTOaL TTdfTa Kai Tfiv «ęop«XńyriCTiu S^^aaOai, 
rrdKiy eTrayeiy kótio Kf L^jfyau toO e$TiYeiXdyTo?. 
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9 ce dc quoi puisse-lu etre epargnć par la philanthropic dc Dicu; 

10 mais efforce-toi d’aprbs tes possibilites d’observer 
les commandemenls divins 

11 et en consequence d’arriver au salut. 

12 (Sin.: Dans le Christ Jesus notrc Seigneur 

13 auquel soit la gloire dans les siccles des sibclcs. Amen.) 135 

Sophia, lecture d’Ezechiel ct ćvangile de Luc, 136 

trisagion, Pater, tropaires. 137 

Seigneur sois propice (3 fois), 

Seigneur pardonne (3), 

Kbpie eXeqaor>(40) 

40 prostrations des deux. 

Congć. 138 


135 H-3): EIto SiaeacrrriCTas- (Barb.: ayaCTTayTa) auTÓy daTTa^eTai Kai euOupelu 
TTpoTp£TT6Tai Xeywy airio (Barb.: outws): [K85: 8]: 

1 ’l8ou 0eXr|paTi tou <J)iXay0piÓTTou 0eou 

2 toD OeAoi/TOs- ndi/Twy Tpy awTriplay 

3 TTpoaSpapwy rri pfTayoia Kai e£opoXoyT|CTdpeuos- 

4 rayTwy aou twu TTpoTepwy TToyr|pwy epywy dTTTiAAdyris-- 

5 |_lt) Tolycy 8T ape Aeia? Twy 0elwy eyToXwy 

6 Seirrepois- kokol? aeauTÓy ytTo(3aXri5 

7 kol efcrowTat aoi kotó to euayyćAioy 

8 Ta eaxaTa xsipoya Twy TTpumoy 

9 wy 8id <j>LXayOpwmay 0eou AeAuTpwaai, 

10 aXXd CTTTouSaaoy koto Suyapiy Ta? SecmoTLKds- cyToAd? <J)U\d£ai 

1 1 KOI dKoXo00U)ę TTjS- (T(0TT]pCaS Tuxei y (0- 

12 (Sin. 966:9 ad ev XpiCTTio 'lrpou tw Kupuo ppioy 

13 w ń i) SóĘa el? tou? alwya? Twy alwywy. Appu.) 

136 E10’ ouTwę Aeyei 6 Ifpeus" Xo<f>(a. Kai peTd tó tgA fiwcrai Tpy ypacfieia-ay 
Ka-rf^my 1 'AydyywCTis - TTpo4>r|Tou ’1 e£ex lll A‘ Td Xóyei Kupios TrauTOKpaTwp- 'O 
ayopoę edy dtTOCTTpei)nn ćk Traawy Twy ayopiwy wy eTTo(r|CTe [...] £wfi CńaeTaL Kai ou 
pq dtToOdyiy Aeyei Kuplo? TrauTOKpdTwp. EuayyeAiou KaTd AouKdy Tw Kaipw eKeluw 
r|aay eyyt^ouTes- tw ’lr|(Tou TrdyTe? ol TeAwwai [...] twu ayyeAwy tou ©cou etTi eyi 
apapTwAw peTayoouyri. 

137 TToLfiCTas - ouy Tpiadyioy Kai au0L? to Tporrapioy fixo y A'- Ti)y TaTTeiyfi y pou 
tJjuX 1 ) y -’ , AXXo' Aid rrAewy t 6 TreAayo?. Tfj 0eoTÓKw eKTeuw? yuy TTpoaSpapwpey. 
(Barb.443: TToir|CTas- ouy Tpiadyioy Kai Ta TTpoyeypappćya Tpoudpia aiX)i? eitTwy). 

138 EiTa tó- Kupie lAdoOriTi- TpiToy elTTwy, Kai waaÓTii)? Kai tó 1 Kupie 
auyxwpr|CToy, Kai tó- KPpie eAerpou M'. Kai peTauoia? M'-rrair|aayTes- ol dp<j>ÓTep<H 
dTToAuouTai. (Barb.443: dtToXu€L.). 
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lis s’asseyent ct le confesseur dit: 

[K84:l]: Fils, qu’est cc que tu la force d’observer? 139 

<Suit le trailć des pćnitences du Deuterokanonarion.> 140 

CONF-3:2): (II) Sinai 966: f. 22-24v (XIII s„ Otranto) (DMI:203-205) 141 
=type CD: prieres, psaumes, diakonika et lectures= 

T-13): Autre rite pour la confession: 142 

A-7): Le pretre entre dans 1’śglise, se revet et encensc, 

et il fait tout seul les reponses et les ccphon&ses. 

Et celui qui va sc confesser est debout 

entre les deux colonnes (de 1’entrće du sanctuaire). 143 

Et le pretre commence a dire: 

Benis, maitre. (sic) 

Bćnis le R£gne. 

En paix prions le Seigneur... 144 
trisagion 

prokeimenon - epTtre - alleluia - evangile 
Disons tous de toute notre Sme... 

Paix a tous. 


139 Ottob.Sin.: MeTd 8ł TeXeuóaai rriy TTpoypa<f)dCTay aKoXou0lay CTuyKaOlaas- 

auTw Xćyer [K84:l]: Tl TĆKyoy cbuka^aL; 

140 (Barb.443 ajoute: KayoydpLoy Kai emTlpta Tióy e^t-Kpiywę e£opoXoyoupiywy. 
Xpf, ywMUKew otl") KaTa ydp laxuy Kai Ttpoalpeaiy tou 8ex°uer , oy Ta emTLpia 
SlSoyTai Kai ov koto ayaXoylay TiSy T|papTT|peyŁoy aunjr... Cf. Ottob.344:85v-99v 
(MOR-AKO 83c-90d), Barb.443:127-139, Sin.966:10v-20v.'(cf. ARR-KAN:l74). 

141 Nous plaęons ici cc second rile de confession du Sinai 966, d la suitc du premier, 
pour des raisons techniąues; ce second rite aurait pu ires bien etre classiFie parmi les 
rites presbytćraux de la premierę categorie (supposant une confession spontanee, sans 
aucune espccc de ąuestionnaire ni d’intcrrogatoire de la part du pretre), s’il n’avait pas 
dtć suivi immćdiatement aprfes la Fin, marąuće par un classiquc “Kai dtTokiiei”, par un 
appendicc de la memc main contenant un questionnaire, de type hybride [K12|, par 
lequel le confesseur pretend faire avouer in exlremis des pćchćs possiblement omis dans 
la confession a peine terminśe. 

142 T-13): Taft? yiyopeyp ei? e$opoXóyT|CTiy eTepay (sic). 

143 A-7): ElcrepxeTai 6 lepeus el? Tf|y eKKXqalay Kai dXXdaCTeL Kai OupLÓ. Kai 
dpxeTar Ka0’ eauróy Kai atTOKplywy Kai eKcJ>wywy. Kai ó 0ćXwy e£opoXoyf|CTaCT9ai 
crreKei elę jb 8idCTTuXoy. 

144 Kai dpxeTai ó lepeu? Xeyw EuXóyqaoy SeaTroTa. EuXoyqpeyq q (3aai.Xela... 
’Ey elpf|yq..., ' Ttrep tou 8ouXou..., Tps- tTayayla?..., "Otl ayaObę et... 
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B-8): Le pćnitcnl approche, se prosteme devant 1’aulcl 

E-13): et reste prostre aux pieds du confesseur. 145 

Le pretre dit cette prierc: 

[K2:1 ]: Seigneur notre Dieu, qui a Pierre et a la pecheresse 
(cf. OCP-9L98). 

[KI:4]: Maitre Dieu, qui appelles les justes (cf. OCP-91:118). 

[J1:1 ]: <Seigneur> misericordieux, bon etphilanthrope 

(absolulion d’une peine canonique: cf. M. Arranz, L’eucologio 
costantinopolitano agli inizi del secolo XI secondo 1’Eucologio 
Bessarion..., Roma 1992, b95). 

E-14): Et il le rel5ve el dit: 

[K82:4b]: 

1 Voici que par volontć de Dieu 

2 qui veut que tous les hommes aient le salut 

3 el qu’ils arrivent a la connaissance de la verite, 

4 tu as fait recours a la sainle Eglisc de Dieu 

5 pour te purifier de tout peche: 

6 vois, fils, n’aie pas honte de moi 

7 et ne me cache aucune de tes actions, 

8 car tu serais condamne. 146 

Et 1’autre repond: 

[K91:9]: P6re, j’ai peche contrę le ciel et devant Dieu.' 47 


145 B-8): Kai irpoaćpxcTai 6 peXXwy <r£o[joXoYelCT0aL Kai (3a\Xei yoywcAiCTlay 
eptTpoCT0fy th? ayLas - Tpairffri?. E-13): Kai rnTai kv toi? YOvdcnv auToO. 

146 E-14): Kai e 10’ outios’ ayLOTa auTÓy 6 lepeus 1 <Kai> XfY eL ' 

[K82:4bJ: 

1 ’18n0 OeXf|paTi toO <J)LXayOpu>TTou GeoO 

2 tous- nay-ra? 0fXoy-ro? aw0f|yaL 

3 Kai eis emYywaiy dXT|0eiaę eX0€iy, 

4 TTpoeSpapes - Tf| aYia toO 0eoD ^KKXr|CTia 

5 toD KaSapiam ćairróy ano 17001-1? dpapTia?- 

6 pXene ouy TfKyoy pf| aLoxyy0(iS' pe 

7 Kai aiToKpu^? tittotc ćk Ttoy epYWy oou 

8 Kai KaTOKpiOei?. 

147 Kai auTÓ? dtTOKplyeTai' [K91:9]: riaTep fipapToy ei? TÓy oupayóy Kai eycómoy 
toO Geou. 
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Et le pretre dit: 

[K4:1 a]: Que Dieu te pardonne (cl’. OCP-92:24). 

F-11): Et ainsi & chaque (aveu) ii repond: 

[K4: laj: Que Dieu te pardonne (cf. OCP-92:24). 

Jusqu’a la fin. 148 

Et le pretre dii: 

[K83:3]: 

1 Toules ces choses que tu as dites, avant dc les dire 

2 moi misćrable je les avais deja faites, et d’autres plus grandes 

3 que la langue tremble de dire, 

4 mais je ne desespbre point du salut 

5 et me remets a 1’abime des misericordes de la pitie de Dieu 

6 pour qu’on nous accorde la redemption des egarements.' 49 

Et aussitót il dit a genoux: 

Ps 50, 

Kupie eXeqaou (40 fois), 

Seigneur pardonne (3), 

Seigneur sois propice (3). 150 

Le pretre dit: 

Prions le Seigneur. 

[Kl:8]: Seigneur Dieu des puissances et de toute gloire (cf. OCP-9L128). 
Priere d’absolution: 

[K4:2]: (Que) Dieu < > qui pour nous s’ estfa.it homme (cf. OCP-92:26). 


148 Kai \eyei ó icpeus" [K4:la]: croi 6 ©eóę. F-ll): 'OpoLus Kani 

irduTa oi/noj arroKpiueTai ■ [K 4 : 1 aj: Zuy^Jpócrri ctoi ó Qeóę. "fcicos’ Tt\ovę. 

149 Kai Xeyei óiepeus" [K83:3]: 

1 TaDTa TTauTa TTpo toD e£eiTreu' ppas - & e\et;aę 

2 eyw ye b T&\aę TteTtpaya Se Kai aXXa TTXeiaTa 

3 & 4 >p'lttc l ri yXcoaCTa toD XaXe"iu auTa 

4 aXX’ ouk dTTOYiuióaKiJ Tr)? e pauToD awTripta? 

5 Spu? a<pop<I) eię to TT^aYoę tiou olKTippwu tou 6X60115 tou 0 eou 

6 tou SiopijcracrOai riplu XuTpou dpTrXaKT|pdTcoi’. (DMI 204). 

150 Kai toutou 5Xou [JjdXXeTai p6Ta yovuKXiCTi.as-, Kai tćt Kupie (Tuyxwp'n<roi’ I • 
KPpLe iXdaOr|Ti T 
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Et le pretre donnę le conge (dTToXuet). 

* * * 

El aussitót les deux s’asseyenl et <le confesseur> 

demande, le visage rayonnant et dans une pure disposition d’esprit: 

[K82:81: 

1 Vois fils de ne me cacher aucune faule 

2 mais en ramassant tes forces dis tout; 

3 dans toutes ces choses que tu as dites a Dieu et a mon indignite 

4 moi aussi je suis tombe et dans bien d’autres encore. 15 ' 

Et s’il le voiL s’animer et reagir il 1’interroge ainsi: 

[K12]: 

Dis, fils: as-lu offense tes parents ...? 

As-tu fait la communion aprbs avoir mange ou bu? 

Es-tu tombe ... en careme? 

Et pour finir: lorsque tout aura ete demande ,.. 152 

<Fin du cahier ajoute, cf. DMI 205. NB: Pour reconstruire le iexte 
tres abtme et incomplet cf. infra [K12J de Grott.GbM, p. 14, notę 166> 


151 Kai eiO’ oDtcos’ Ka0e£ópeyoi epwTĆi airróy kv 4>ai.8ptó tu TTpocriÓTTW Kai 
elXi.Kpi.yeI 8ia0faeL- [K82:8]: 

1 BXe'tTe TĆKyoy p.p a^uyópeyoę dtTOKputJrps tl TTXpp|j.eXppa 

2 aXXa TTepKJiopeOaaę t 6 Kpp TTdyTa ^eiiTe!?): 

3 TTai/Ta Tatra drap 0eĄ eipiras' Kai Tp epp dya£iu>Tpn 

4 Kdyw toTs - aiiToL? rapieracra Kai ĆTepoiS' ttX pw<jL. 

152 Kai ot 6 t8p ai)TÓy epi^oBerra Kai < > aTToppfuJjai/Ta apxei epuTfiy outus'- 
[K12]: Elra TĆKyoy uPpiaes- yoyeis- f| ^Ti^aj p eXoL8wppCTas-; ''EtJjayes- Kai emes - Kai 
łKOLyuypaa?; “Eraaas- ei? ópcxj)0opi.as' p rapa <t>voiv ew ayO<OptitTU> Tfj dyla Teoaa - 
paKoaTfi ..., p el? ... piayLa? p el? (jjappaKLas - .... Kai el? TTopyeiay p ei? poLxeiay p 
el? aip.op.L^iay ..., Kai rapi aipeaews' p Te KaTaXaXLa?..., yeyćcrOai. rapa aoO <j)0óyoy 
..., ii(3piaaę iepea p auyTeKyoy...; Kai dtTXćos' eLraiy oTe Tatra TTdyTa epeyypcras - 
epcoTpCTei aKpiPus' aTToXeLq rapiraaely p TToipaei... Cf. infra notę 166. 
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CONF-3:3): Vatican 1554:f. 123v-l34 =ALM:64-69 (XII s.) 153 
=type D: prieres, psaumes et diakonika= 

T-14) Ordre de ceux qui se confessent. 154 

Bćni notre Dieu, 

trisagion, Tr£s Sainte Trinite, Pater, 

Kupie ekćriaou (40 fois), 

Agneau de Dieu, Fils du P&re, qui enl5ves... 

(cf. OCP-92:446, notę 15). 

Et en faisant se prostemer le penitent devant 1’autel, 
il dit: 155 

Ecoute-nous Dieu notre sauveur (3 fois). 

Saints des saints o Dieu: aie pitić de nous. 

Seigneur Dieu: reęois notre supplication (3). 

Triis sainte souveraine Mere de Dieu: intercbde pour nous 
pćcheurs. Sainte Mere de Dieu . .., etc. 

cle reste presque comme dans Grott.Zd2: OCP-92:445> 

Ss. hierarques..., Tous les choeurs des saints: intercćdez... 

Crćateur de toute chose: ecoute-nous. 

Rćdempteur du monde: reęois notre supplication. 

Immanquable puissance de la...croix ne nous abandonne pas pecheurs. 

En paix prions le Seigneur... 

B-9): Le pretre et le penitent entrent dans le sanctuaire, 

le premier chante: 156 


153 Ce codex avait ćtć precedemment datę comme du X e sifecle; le rite de confession 
cependant conserve le mot archaiąue de pfTayoioy a la place de celui plus habituel de 
^op.okoyoup.eyos'. A part le ąuestionnaire et les lectures, il possfede un schćma de 
confession assez proche dc celui de 1’Euchologe Slavc du Sina!' ainsi que du Potrcbnik 
de Moscou de 1623. Cf. ARR-KAN: 148 ou par erreur on dit: CONF-3:2, devant dire: 
CONF-3:3. 

154 T-14): ’AKo\ou6ta etfl e£opo\oYoi)pćyu)y. 

155 A-8): Kai ptimoy peTayooDyTa eptrpocrOcy tt)? dytas - Tpane^u? Aćyei. 

156 B-9): Kai elaepxeTai ó lepcie aby tw peTayotu/Ti et? 8e£id toD GuaiaoTriplou 
i|>dXXioy tó- 
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Ps 50 et tropaires, 157 

et commence les prieres et les psaumes: 

[Kl:l]: O Dieu notre Sauveur, qui parNathan (cf. OCP-9l:96). 

Ps 6 

[KI :3a]: Seigneur Dieu de notre salut, misęricordieux (cf. OCP-91:114). 

(Ps?) 

[KI :5]: Pere Seigneur, ne livre pas tes serviteurs (cf. OCP-91:122). 

Ps 102 

[K2:1 ]: Seigneur notre Dieu, qui a Pierre et a la pecheresse 
(cf. OCP-91:98). 

Ps 69 

[KI :9J: Seigneur Seigneur, qui veux..., regarde tes serviteurs 
(cf. OCP-91:132). 

Ps 99 

[K3:1 ]: Seigneur Jesus-Christ, Fils du Dieu vivant, agneau 
(cf. OCP-91:102). 

F-12): Et aussilól le frere est interroge avec une voix suavc 

et un joyeux regard:' 58 

[KI0:1]: Comment, monsieur le frere, as-tu perdu la virginite? 

Et le frere dit: 

[91:6]: 

1 Je te confesse 

2 Seigneur du ciel 

3 toul ce qu’il y a dans le secret de mon coeur. 159 


157 "HpapToy el? cre..., Scichos: Kupie pr) tu OupiS ctou..., Kpd£u ctol XpicrTĆ..., 

Aóifa..., "Otl ouk ^app-rialay... 

158 F-12): Kai eL0’ oDtcos’ epwTaTai 6 aSe\(fidę uttó tou lepeu? TTpaelą tt] Kai 
Uapa tt) cóttl■ [K10:l]: IIw? aou...fv TTfxÓTOLS\ .. 
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Et le pretre l’interroge: 

[K12:24]:Dis-moi fils avec combien...?' 60 
F-13): Et aux femmcs il demande: 

[Kll:41: N’as-tu pas lait de philtre mortel...? 161 
G-2): II le fait se prostemer devant le sanctuaire' 62 

et il dii: 

[K3:2]: Maitre Seigneur tout-puissant, Pere (cf. OCP-91:310). 

[KI :4]: Maitre Dieu, qui appelles les justes (cf. OCP-91:118). 

[K2:2]: Maitre Seigneur Dieu tout-puissant, le Pere 
(cf. OCP-91:136). 

L-11): Et ils chanlcnt la supplicalion disant: 

Kupie eXćr|aou (9 fois). 

Et il lui donnę la penitence convenable qu’il peut observer. 163 
<Suit un “kanon” de 61 penitences des Apótres: cf. ALM 69-73.> 164 

CONF-3:4): Grottaferrata Gbl4: f. 35v-41 (XIII s.) 

=type CD: prieres, psaumes, diakonika et lectures= 

NB: le schema genćral se rapproche du second rite de Sinai 966 (p. 7). 

T-14): Ordre pour ceux qui se confessent (comme Vat-1544, p. 11). 


159 Aeyei 6 a8eXc|>ós- [K9l:6j: 'E^opoAoyoupai ero! Kupie tou oupauou mdi/Ta Ta 
eu Kpimró) tt)? KapSlaę pou. 

160 Ka! epe/ra aÓTÓy ó lepeiię' [K 10:24]: EiTTe poi TeKuou" Elę TTÓaaę CTTeaaę 
•yuuatKaę; ... Mi) eKAeiJraę; Mi) ćmópKT|cras'; Mi) eTTÓpueuaaę; 

161 F-13): TTep! yuyaiKtoy epwTiju Mr) eTTolr|CTaę ttotóu 6aydCTLpoy;...Mi) ?meę 
ttotóu 8id tó pi) TToifjcmi TTaiSioy; 

162 Cf. G-2): Kai TÓTe plirrei epirpo<70eu tou 0UCTiaCTTT|plou Aeyiou. 

163 L- 11): Kai a8ei peT’ auTou, <al TToie! eir’ auTw eKTeueiau Aeywu tó - Kupie 
eAć-rpoy 0', <al Aeyei aÓTtii tó TTpeiroy emTipioy ouep SuuaTai <|>uAdi:ai. 

164 Kauwy twu dyLury dTTOcrróXwy KaSeyóę ayOpwirou- Eine 8e ’laKio[3oę ó a8eX<|>óę 
tou Kuplou... 
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A-9): Le pretre se revet et dit: 165 

Bćnis, maitre. (sic) 

Bćni le R£gne, 

En paix prions le Seigneur... 

Irisagion 

prokeimenon - epitre (Tim) 

alleluia - ćvangile (Mt: vocation de Mallhieu) 

aulre epitre (Jac) 

autre evang. (Jn: la femme adultćre;in marg.: “pour les femmes”) 

Disons lous de toute notre ame..., Prions encore... 

<manque un feuillel: 

pour une possible reconstruction cf. supra II Sinai 966> 

Et le pretre dit: 

[K4:1 a]: Que Dieu te pardonne (cf. OCP-92:24). 

Et il 1’interroge de nouveau en disant: 

[KI 2:20]: 

Dis fils: as-tu offense les parents...? 

As-tu pris la communion apres avoir mange ou bu?... 166 

Et le pretre lui dit a chaque pćche: 

[K4:1 a]: Que Dieu te pardonne (cf. OCP-92:24). 

Et de nouveau il 1’interroge: 

[K85:l]: 

1 Veux-tu pleurer et te repentir de ce que tu as fait, 

2 pour ne plus y retoumer? 

3 Si dorćnavant tu observeras les voies du Seigneur et marcheras dans elles. 


165 A-9): 4>opf! 6 iepeits Kai Xeyeu 

166 Kai TTd\iv epwTÓ auróv \eyoiv [K]2:20J: ELtre Tewaw uppiaeę yoyeTs - p 
eTUi^as - ii eXoL8wpr|CTas-; p e<fayes- Kai e-m.es- Kai eKotyióypaas-; p eTTeaas- eis - 
ópo<f>0op[ay; p TTapd <J)óaiy; i) ep.<auXp>0ps- Tfj ay'uj TeaCTapaKoarp; p eis - pai/nas - ; p 
fis - p/ryeLas - ; i) els - t^appi-aKLas - ; p eis - poi^elas - ; p alpopaftas-; p Te peyaCT^fipaTO? 
povaxoD; p XoyLCTp6? TToyppos 1 eTifiX0e croi tTepi aipeCTecos-; p Te KaTaXa<Xi>d aweftp 
yeyeoOai. rapa aou; p Te (|>0óyoy Kai pypaiKaKiay exeię peTd TLyoę; p Te emópKpaas-; 
t) Te peTd to dyioy pdimCTpa eTTXpppeXpCTas-; p etjróyeiiaas-; p dXXÓTptoy TTpdypa 
k< ^praaas-; Kai i>3picras- iepea; p aui/TeKyoy ^tTecras- peTauTps-; f) eKTpyopÓTpaas-; 
Cf. notę 152. 
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4 non seulement tu seras pardonnć, 

5 mais tu te rendras digne de son royaume.' 67 

G-6) Le pretre dit en pliant les genoux, c.-&-d.en faisant 
des prostrations: 168 

Ps 50 

O Dieu sois propice a moi pecheur (40 fois). 

[Kl:3a]: Seigneur Dieu de notre salut, miseric.ord.ieux (cf. 0CP-91:114). 
Prions le Seigneur. 

[K3:1]: Seigneur Jesus-Christ, Fils du Dieu vivanł, agneau 
(cf.OCP-91:102). 

[K2:l]: Seigneur notre Dieu, qui a Pierre et a la pecheresse 
(cf. OCP-91:98). 

[KI: 1): Seigneur notre Dieu, qui par Nathan (cf. OCP-91:96). 

[KI :4]: Maitre Dieu, qui appelles les justes (cf. OCP-91:118). 

[K4:2]: (Que) Dieu, qui pour nous s'estfait homme (cf. OCP-92:26). 

<Differentes dispositions de ceux qui se confessent 
et dc ceux qui les reęoivent.> 169 

CONF-3:5): Vatic.2111:p.27-40 (XIV) =ALM:76-79: 

-I- 

T-15): Ordre pour ceux qui sont en penitence: 170 

167 E10’ outco? eporrą TTdXiy auTÓy [K85: lb]: 

1 0eXei? irpoa^aOaai Kai peTayofjaai. ótt^ p wy ^pa^aę, 

2lya paXXoy el? aura pr|K£Ti emCTTpatffi?; 

3 ’Eay atTo tou vw t()i)Xd$nS' 'rd? ó5ouj Kuplou Kai ev abralę TTOpelKrri<s , > 

4 (a.f) póyoy CTuyx w P e Ońcn^<S'> 

5 aXXd Kai -rfjs' auToO (kiaiAftas - dęui)0f|crri<S'>. 

168 G-6): ToDto Xćy £1 yoyiiKXi.Twy t)yow TTouoy peTayla?, Kai XfY a)y tó. 

169 ALaOeaeis - Siófopcu ć£opnXoYoupćywy Kai TĆoy toijtow aya8ex°pćywy. 0 TL 
Sei TÓy ł^op.oXoYodpeyoy... "Otl 8ei TÓy Ta? e(|opoXoYT)cre l? dya8ex (1, M'f yoy --- ( c f 
OCP-93:73, notę 68) mais le texte s’interrompt avcc la fin de ce meme f. 41v. 

170 T-15): ’AKoXoy0la eię peTayooDi/Tas-. NB: Ce manuscril contient dcux offices 
diffćretits qui pourraicnt trds bien etre le vestige d’une praxis plus ancienne. La panie 
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tropaire 

epitre - alleluia - ćvangile 
versel de communion. 171 


-II- 

T-16): Rite pour ceux qui confessent leurs propres pechćs: 172 
Beni notre Dieu, 

trisagion, Tr&s Sainte Trinitć, Pater, 

Venez, prostemons-nous, 

Ps 50, 

Credo, 

Trós sainte souveraine M6re de Dieu: intercede. (3 fois) 
<invocation des saints> 173 

O Dieu, sois propice a nous pecheurs et aie pitie de nous. 

trisagion, Tr&s Sainte Trinile, Pater, 2 tropaires, 

Kupie i \er\oov (3 fois). 

Prions le Seigneur. 

[K2:11: Seigneur notre Dieu, qui a Pierre et a la pecheresse 
(cf. OCP-91:98). 

Pretre et penitent s’asseyent, le pretre demande: 
Crois-tu en la Sainte Trinite...? 

Crois-tu que le Fils de Dieu a pris chair de la sainte Vierge? 
Crois-tu que...il est vraiment Dieu et vraiment Homme? 


didaciiąue du second office nous rappelle d’autre part 1’Euchologe Slave du Sinal. 

171 Un koluwucói' i cel cndroil-ci pourrait indiąuer que l’office autrefois ćtail 
destinć ti ceux qui, ayant conclu leur periode de pćnitence, ćtaient rśadmis ti la 
communion. NB: Vu l’age plutot recent des mss qui suivent, et leur moindre possibilitć 
de servir de moddle ił d’autres mss, nous ne donnerons plus le texte grcc cn notę que 
dans des cas vraiment exceptionnels. Puisqu’il ne s’agit pas de lextes inedits, on pcut 
toujours faire recours aux ćditions que nous ciions en tćte de chaque document. 

172 T-16): Td^is - enl eęopo\oyoup^uouę Td I6ia dpapTripaTa. 

173 La formę de ces litanies, ou parmi les saints classiques on invoque aussi les 
vćnćrables Nile et Barthelemy (fondateurs du monastdrc de Grottaferrata) et les sainls 
Adrien et Natalie (patrons de la premiere eglise du mćmc monastbre), se rapproche 
davantage du modble latin que les textes de mss plus anciens, commc Grott.Żd2 (cf. 
OCP-92:445, notę 15). 
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Crois-tu que...Jesus-Christ a souffert, a ete enseveli...? 

Crois-tu que...il vicndra de nouveau pour juger les vivants... 

et que nous ressusciterons avec les memes corps? 

Crois-tu que la sainle Vierge Marie est reste vierge aprćs l’enrantement...? 
Crois-tu que par cette confession que tu fais a moi pecheur 
tu reęois la rćmission des peches? 

Apres avoir ete instruit dans la foi orthodoxe: 

1 Voici frere que par la grace du Christ tu as une foi correcte: 

2 si ił moi pecheur tu diras en detail tes pćches, 

3 tu vivras et nc mourras pas etemellement. 

1 On commet les peches de trois mani&res: 

2 par pensee, par parole et par action. 

3 Et on les corrige aussi de trois faęons: 

4 primo, par la contrition (KaTar-u^is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 ) du coeur, 

5 secundo, par la confession orale, 

6 tertio, par la satisfaction (iKcmoTTotriais'). 

[K12] Dis-moi donc si tu as contredit ton pere, charnel ou spirituel; 
ou ta mere; ou la sainte Eglise. 

Si tu as commis adultfere ou fomication. 

Si tu as vole, ou porte faux temoignage, ou jurć. 

Ou si tu as fail quelque aulre peche. 

Et ainsi il l’examine en detail 

et lui donnę la penitence selon son peche. 

II se leve et le penitent s’agenouille et dit: 

1 Je confesse a Dieu 

2 et & la bienheureuse Vierge Marie et £ tous les saints 

3 et & toi pere 

4 que j’ai peche par pcnsće, parole ou action, 

5 avec tous mes sens, 

6 toutes les heures de la nuit et du jour, 

7 volontairement et involontairement, 

8 consciemment ou inconsciemmcnt, 

9 en privć et en public; 

10 beaucoup de bien que j’aurais dfl faire je ne l’ai pas lait, 

11 beaucoup de mai que je n’aurais pas dfl faire je l’ai fait, 
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12 et pour cela je dis ma grandę faule 

13 et je prie Dieu de me pardonner, 

14 je prie la bienheureuse Marie toujours Vierge, 

15 les saints anges et archanges, 

16 le bienhcureux baptiste et precurseur Jean, 

17 les bienheureux apótres Pierre et Paul 

18 et tous les saints d’interceder (pour moi). 

19 Prie pour moi pćcheur et absous-moi (me rendant) agrćć. 

Le pretre dit: 

[K5:2]: Que Dieu tout puissant ait pitie de toi (cf. OCP-92:66). 

CONF-3:6): Laura 105:f. 243 (XV s.) =DMI 636-638 (cite par Raes): 
=typc B: pri&res et psaumes= 

T-17): (Autre) Ordre pour ceux qui se confessent: 174 

Prions le Seigneur. 

[K2:1]: Seigneur notre Dieu, qui a Pierre et a la pecheresse 
(cf. OCP-9L98). 

[KI :1]: O Dieu notre Sauveur, quipar Nathan (cf. OCP-9L96). 

Le pretre prend le penitent par la main et le conduit 
devant le sanctuaire et lui decouvre la tete..., 
le fait se prostemer et dit:' 75 

[K82:2]: Je ne suis pas digne de recevoir ta confession... 176 
Ps 50 

[K84:4a]: Voici fils que par grace de Dieu tu as fait recours...' 77 
Et dit: 


174 T-17): 'ETepa dKoXou0ia as - e£op.oXoYoupeyous" 

175 Kai peTti touto KpaTel 6 lepeOę Tfj? Xftp°S airroD Kai Trpoa^epei auTÓy 
eyiómoy toD GiKnaarripiou Kai dTroaKetTaCei TT)y Ke4>aXny auToO... Kai pimTei auToy 
ep.TTpoCT0ey toO 0uaiacnT|pLoy Kai Xeyei ounos" ó lepeu?" 

176 Ouk eip.1 dęLO? eyto Sć^acrOai rpy crf)y e(jop.oXÓYT|aLy... Cf. DM1:637 ct 849: 
tcxte tres proche de BOD (cf. OCP-92:450, notę 22). 

177 ’18oD T^Kyoy, xdpiTL ©fou TTpoćSpapes-... Cf. DM1:637, 642, 850; cf. BOD 
(OCP-92:453, noce 27). 
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[K82:9]: AujourcThui il y a joie au ciel pour un pćcheur repenti. 178 

Et tout de suitę il commence d se confesser, 

et le pretre dit: 

[K82:10]: 

1 Dis, frcre, sans rougir tes actions: 

2 comme des hommes corrompus nous avons ćie 
lous molestćs par l’ennemi: 

3 nous avons peche et nous pćchons beaucoup, 

4 mais nous avons confiance dans les misericordes de Dieu 

5 que le grand nombre de nos maux ne vaincra pas 

6 si par la pćnitence nous approcherons de lui en sincerite. 179 

Et le pretre aussitot l’interroge: 

[K10:8]: Combien d’annees...y a-t-il que tu as perdu... 180 

Le fait se prostemer et ayant attendu, il dit: 181 

[K*:*]: Seigneur Jesus Christ qui par Nathan as pardonne . 182 

II le releve et lui demande: 

[K85:la]: Veux-tu pleurer et te repentir de ce que tu as fait...' 83 
Prions le Seigneur. 


178 Kai \śyei outw [K82:9]: 2/f|pepou xapa yLueTai eu oupauui cttI eui apapTU)Xw 
peTauoouuTi. 

179 Kai eu0u? apxeTai e£ayopemv Kai Xeyei ó lepeu?- [K82:10]: 

1 Aeye a8eX<f>e, duepuOpido-rco? Ta? ad? TTpafei?' 

2 TTai/Te? ydp <1>? dySpioiroi t))0apToi euoxXr|0r|pey uttó toD ex9pou, 

3 TToXXa Kai ripapTriaapeu Kai apapTduajpey, 

4 aXXd tul tou? oiKTippou? tou ©eou 0appoupeu- 

5 oO pr) yLKTiaei to TrAfjOo? twu ppeTepiou kokoiu 

6 edu 8 id peTauola? eiAiKpiuou? auro TTpoauSpe u. 

180 Kai euOu? epwTp auTou ólepeu?. [K]0:8]: TTóaou?, Kupie..., Kupla, xpóyou? eu 
TTpcoToi? d(f>0dpr| p TTap0evla aou... (cf. DM1:637). 

181 Terre pitTTei aurov TÓy e£opoXoyoupevov TTdAiu £tTpoa0ev tou OuaiaaTT|plou 
Kai empeucou auróu eTTel>x eTaL 0 lepeu?. 

182 Kupie ’lr|aou XpiaTe ó auyx w pń cra S' 6ia Nd 0ay tou Adpi5 rr 1 jy eHopoAdyriaiu... 
Cf. DM1:637 qui erronćment renvoic d GOA:538; nous avons omis ce texte, beaucoup 
trop confus, dans notre article sur les pridres pdnitentielles. 

183 Kai peTd tó eyeipai auTÓy airó rf|? euxfj? ćpuTtji auTÓy [K85:1 aj: 0eXei? 
TTpoaKXauaai Kai peTayofjaai uirep iliy ftTpa^a?... Cf. DM1:637, 850; cf. BOD 
(OCP-92:454, notę 29). 
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[KI :4]: Maitre Dieu, ąui appelles les justes (cf. OCP-91:118). 

Prions le Seigneur. 

[Kl:3aJ: Seigneur Dieu de notre salut, misericordieux (cf. OCP-91:114). 

[K3:6]: Sois propice Seigneur, sois propice aux oeuvres 
(cf. OCP-91:320). 

CONF-3:7): Hag.Tafos (CP) 136:26-35v (XV) =ALM:25-28 
=typc X: prieres et diakonika= 

<Introduction sur la personnc ct role du confesseur.> 184 

Beni nolrc Dieu, 

trisagion, Tr6s Sainte Trinite, Pater, tropaire du jour, 

[K82:5b]: 

Rcgarde, mon flis, comment le Christ est present... 
attendant ta conlession: n’aic pas honte ni peur de moi... 
si tu me cachcs quelque chosc tu as double pechć... 
et cc pćche sera tien et non point mień. 185 

<Catech6se de Jean Nislcutis: cf. MOR-LOG:91-93>' 86 

Le penitent en faisant 3 prostrations & 1’entree du sanctuaire dit: 


184 TTfpl uyeupanKoO. mas ya Kapyei xpeia etwu - 'ltadwou toD Nr|CTTeuTou. 
TTvei)p(mice, (3dXe fis TÓy yow... ITepl uyeupaTiKou, ouias ya ex el TÓtToy lepóy 5ia 

tous f$opoXoYoupeyous' Xupewy 0fCTCTaXoyiKr|s. 'O uueiipaTiKÓs... "Otl ya Xap(3ayfl 
emTpaxf|Xioy... Kai TÓTf ya 3dXp fmTpaxf|Xioy... 

185 [K82:5b]: 

1 BXeue Kaktus uaiSL poir 

2 OTL 6 XpU7TÓS CJTĆ KfTOL duOUÓyia CTOl) dopÓTLUS 

3 KapTfpóyTas Tf|y ć£opoXÓYT|CTLy aoir 

4 <ai pr|8fy eyTpaTTfis, i) <j>opr|0fis du’ epoD 

5 yd Kpiujun? Kayeya duo Ta apaprripaTd aou, ouou «?Kapes, 

6 ya pf) pfTd Gdpous Kai oXr|s Trjs rapSias due auTÓ, 

7 8lo yd Xó|3t]s auYxwpr|niy Kai euXoYiay 

8 uapd toO KupLoy ppcay ’1 t|cto0 XplcttoD' 

9 ei Sł Kai Kpu^s TtuoTf du’ airra 

10 OeXeis ^X fl - 8iuXfjy Tf]y dpapTiay 

11 Kai upóaexf ' eueiSf) f|X0es el? LaTpóy 

12 yd pr|8£y piafucn^s dOepaueirros xwpi? LaTpeCay 

13 Kai p dpapTia OćXeL i^aGe els eaeya Kai oux’l ei? epeya. 

186 'O Ktipios fipwy 'Irpous XpLCTTÓs...(cf. OCP-93:80, notc 86). 
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[91:4]: Je confesse & toi P6re... 187 

Et le confesseur 1’interroge sur lcs sept peches mortels: 
negation dc la foi, desespoir, adultere, meurtre volontairc, 
inccste, homosexualite et corruption de mineur; 
et sur le reste; (suit questionnaire dc typc [KI 1]). 

II lui donnę la penilence d’apres les saints peres et selon 
sa discretion, avec economie, voulant sa guerison. 188 

Priere qu’on dit sur la tete du pćnitent: 

Prions le Seigneur. 

[K2:5]: Dieu tout-puissant, qui seul as le pouvoir (cf. OCP-91:142). 
Prions le Seigneur. 

[K4:7]: (Que) Notre Seigneur et Dieu Jesus Christ, createur 
(cf. OCP-92:34). 

Que Dieu ait pitie dc nous. 

Congć. 

Priere pour delier cclui qui s’est confesse 
apres avoir accompli le temps de sa pćnitcncc:' 89 
[K3:4]: Maitre Seigneur notre Dieu, qui t 'es presente 
(cf. OCP-91:314). 

Priere de remission pour celui 
qui va se communier des purs mysteres:' 90 
[K3:1 ]: Seigneur Jesus-Christ, Fils du Dieu vivant, agneau 
(cf. OCP-91:102). 


187 [K91:4J: ’E£opoXoyoupai (jol IIÓTep Kupie ó Geós 1 tou uupayou Kai rp? yfjs' 
TTduTa Td kv iv tw Kpunru) Tfjs - KapSla? pou. 

188 Kai aKOLKjy Ta apapTf|paTa auTou ó TrueupaTLKOs' Toy Kayoyl£fL KaOcos 
ópl£ouy ol 0fó<)>opoi TTaTepes - <al koto ttiu TTpoatpcaiy ottou (3XfTTfi auTou tou 
e£opoXoyoupeyou outios - 0eXei yd pr|8ey TÓy d^rp^s- ayiaTpeuTou x w p' L ? laTpetau 
apt) pe TTaaay oiKoyopiay <al TĆx y r| 1 ' y d TÓy LaTpeucrris-. 

189 Eu X n el? tó Xuaai TÓy e£opoXoyodpeyoy peTa to TTXr|p(I>crai TÓy xpó y ou tou 
etTiTiplou auTou- [K3:4], 

190 Et^ (Juyxwpr|TiKfi els - duOpŁuTToy óuou peXXei Koiywyfjaai tiou dxpduTu)u 
puCTTT|piwy [K3:l]. 
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CONF-3:8): Barber 344 (anc.245):f. 110-115 (XVI) =ALM:15 
=type B: prieres et psaumes= 

T-18) Sur la confession. 

Le meilleur rite pour se conlesser. 191 

Inlroduclion:...la confession est rćservee 
aux eveques et aux pretres... 

A-10): Le confesseur revet les omements sacerdotaux, 

fait 1’encensement, allume un cierge et bćnit: 192 

Gloire & la sainte et consubstantielle.. .Trinite... 
trisagion, Pater, 

Credo, 

Ps 6 (ou 37), Ps 50 Ps 69, 
trisagion, Pater, 5 tropaires, 

Priere: 

Seigneur tout-puissant, Dieu de nos peres 
Abraham, Isaac et Jacob. 

Et h voix basse: 

[B5:1]: (Dieu) Misericordieux et compatissant, qui scrutes 
les coeurs et les reins . 193 

Les deux s’agenouillent et font 12 prostrations, 
ils se relevent et le penitent avec les bras leves 
dit: 

Seigneur, sois propice i) moi pćchcur (3 fois). 

[K9l:10J: Je confesse & toi, Seigneur, Dieu du ciel et de la terre. 


191 T-18): Ile pl e£opoXoyf|CTews" TÓ^ię dplcnri w e£ayopeuóvTiov. Cf. ARR- 
KAN:148. 

192 A-10): Xpr) ow Tf|y lepaTUcr|y tóu ayd8oxoy TTepi3e3XfjCTflai cttoXtiv Kai Oupiay 
TTpÓTepoy, KT|póy Te u^sairreiy Kai outu? eiAoyely 

193 ' Euxf|' Kupie TTayTOKpaTup, ó Bebę Tioy TTaTepwu f|pwy tou ’A3paap, 'laadK 
Kai 'laKtóp. MeTd 8e TauTa 6 lepeuę Ka0’ eairrou- [B5:l]: 'O ei>CTTTXaYX''os' Kai 
eXef||id)y <6eós'>, a efeTaCioy KapSiaę Kai ye<£ipous... C’esl la pridrc preparatoire ti la 
bćnćdiction de l’eau baptismale: cf. GOA:288 ZER: 137, etc; cf. OCP-85:74-78; 
OCP-86:150-151. 
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Lc penitent s’agenouille, le confesseur dit: 

[B3]: “ Celui qui es” (YHWH), Mattre, Seigneur, qui asfait 
1’homme a ton image et ressemblance. m 

Et commence & 1’interroger: 

[KIO] + [Ki 1]: Dis, frbre, commcnt as-tu perdu la virginite... ,9, 

Le confesseur touchant 12 fois la tete du penitent prie ainsi: 196 

[B2:1 ]: En ton nom, Seigneur Dieu...j’impose ma main , 197 

[K3:1 ]: Seigneur Jesus-Christ, Fils du Dieu vivant, agneau 
(cr.OCP-91:102). 

[K2:1 ]: Seigneur notre Dieu, qui a Pierre et a la pecheresse 
(cf. OCP-9L98). 

[K 1:1]: O Dieu notre Sauveur, qui par Nathan (ef. OCP-9L96). 
Congć: 

Gloire a toi Christ Dieu..., Gloire au perć, 

Kupie eXćr|CTOu (2 fois), Pbre benis. 

Christ notre vrai Dieu, par les intercessions de la pure... 

Confesseur et penitent s’asseyent, et lc premier demande 
quelle penitence 1’autre aura la lorce d’observer...elc. 

CONF-3:9): Vatic.l538:f. 146-154 (XVI) =ALM:22-23 
=typc D: prieres, psaumes et diakonika= 

Ordre pour ceux qui se confessent. 


194 [B3]: 'O cou, AeCTTTDTa, Kupie, ó TToif|cras' TÓy duOpwrTou... 11 s’agit de la priferc dc 
la fin du catechumćnal avcc quclqucs adaptations mineures (cf. OCP-84:61, GOA:276). 

195 Qucstionnaire trfes dćveloppć et organiquc; si sur les pechćs de la chair il suit de 
prfes les qucstionnaires du Deuterokanonarion, il monire bien plus d’originalitć sur 
d’autres aspects dc la vie morale. 11 entre aussi dans les obligalions du minislcre des 
pretres ei des eveques. Cf ALM: 18-19. 

!96 "o T e dyd8oxos' Kai ó rf]y efayoptay rroioupeyos' SioSeKaKL? atjtdpeyos' Tńę 
Kopu^fjs- toD efayopeuaayTO? 7Tpoaeuxścr0oj outu)?. 

197 [B2: 1]: ’Em tuj óyó(iaTi aou Kupie ó Qebę TfjS" dXr|0eias-... C’est la pricre pour 
faire un catćchumdne, avec quelqucs adaptations: cf. OCP-84:52 (GOA:275); cf. aussi: 
[B1 -III: 2]: priferc pour les manichćens: OCP-83:65. 
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cf. A-l): Lc prćtre 1’introduit dans 1’eglise, fermc les portes 
et commence & dire: 

Beni le R£gne..., 

Venez, gćmissons. 

Et il chante la prierc de Manassć: 

Seigncur lout-puissant, Dieu dc nos peres, Abraham, Isaac... 198 
tropaires 

Aie pitie de nous..., Nous prions encore..., 

Car un Dieu compalissant... 

Prions le Seigneur. 

Pribre composition du saint apótre Jacques: 

[KI: I]: O Dieu notre Sauveur, qui par Nathan (cf. OCP-91:96). 

[K2:1 ]: Seigneur notre Dieu, ąui a Pierre et a la pecheresse 
(cf. OCP-91:98). 

[KI :3a]: Seigneur Dieu de notre salut, misericordieux 
(cf. OCP-91:114). 

[K3:1]: Seigneur Jesus-Christ, Fils du Dieu vivant, agneau 
(cf. OCP-91:102). 

NB: Nulle mention dc la confcssion elle-meme. 

RITE DES EUCHOLOGES IMPRIMES EN VIGUEUR 

CONF-3:10): Barberini 306 (anc.302):f. 35-43v (XVI) 

(MOR: 118-122, ALM:61-64; cf. GOA:541; 
cf. ZER:22l, PAP:162, ROM:205; cf. TEB:37v): 
=type D: prieres, psaumes et diakonika= 

T-19): Ordre de ccux qui sc confcssent' 99 


198 Cf. Septuaginta, Rahlfs 11,180. 

199 T-19): ’AKoXou0La Tcuy efopoAoyoupćycoy. Vu l’existence de quelque peiiie 
variante des rubriques erure les diffćrcntes śditions, nous optons ici pour le lexte de 
MOR et d’ALM, d’autant plus que ALM se rapporte parfois & MOR (ainsi qu’& 
1’Euchologe de Romę de 1754). Morin (118) lui-meme affirme qu’il doić son texte a un 
ms Barberini, qui ne semble pouvoir etre autrc que notre Barb.306. Goar (541) aussi 
affirme qu’il a copić son ordre de confession “cx antiquissimo cuchologio barberino”; 
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Le pretre dit: 200 

Bćni notre Dieu... 

En paix prions lc Scigneur... 

Et le pretre dit la presente prióre: 201 
Prions le Seigneur 

[K3:l]: Seigneur Jesus-Christ, Fils du Dieu vivant, agneau 
(cf. OCP-91:102). 

trisagion, Venez adorons 
Ps 50 et 3 tropaires, 

Kupie eXer|CTou (40 fois), 

(le penitent) prosteme dit: 

[K9l:l 1]: Seigneur j’ai peche, pardonne-moi (3 fois), 202 


son texte correspond asscz cxactemcni & Barber.306, malgrć la rćduciion draslique du 
ąuestionnaire (omis aussi par ALM, qui rcnvoie it MOR: 119-120) et 1’omission de la 
prifcrc [L3], 

Lcs prcmiercs ćditions orthodoxes de Venise qui ont adoptć le rite de confession dc 
Goar sont celles de 1692 (le rite est encore en appendice) et de 1750 (le rite occupe dćja 
sa place actuelle dcvant les prieres penitentielles isolees — en dchors dc lout rite —, des 
premieres ćditions de Venise, qui avaient en cela gardć la disposition des anciens 
euchologes constantinopolitains). Cf. P. de Mcester, Studi sui Sacramenti amminisirati 
sec.ondo il rito bizantino , Romę 1947. 

Le meme rite (malgrć 1’omission totale du questionnaire ainsi que de la 
traditionnelle priere [K2:l]) est celui de ZER et PAP, et en partie aussi de ROM (qui 
conserve [K2:l], mais qui ajoute d’autres prićres). 

Assez proche de Barb.306, mais non exactement egal, est le rite du Potrebnik dc 
Kiev du metropolitę Pierre Mogiła, suivi plus tard par le Trebnik de Moscou du 
patriarchę Nikon et encore en vigueur en Russie. II possćde un ordre des prieres 
lćgćrement diffćrent, quelques textes d’exhortation en plus eL surtout un questionnaire 
bien plus classique que celui de Barb.306. Les deux rites: le grcc et lc slave, ont ćte 
traduits par E. Mcrcenier, La priere des Eglises de rite byzantin, I, Chevetogne 
1947,359 et 364; et par D. Guillaume, Confession et comniunion, Diaconic Aposiolique, 
Romę 1983, 33 et 37. 

Mais puisque dans lc presenl travail nous n’avons pu tenir compie de la riche 
tradition des mss slaves, nous nous limitons pour le moment & renvoyer le lecteur au 
troisicme volume d’Almazov, qui aprćs les mss grees prćsente une bonne collection de 
documents slaves. Cf. aussi N. D. Uspensky, Evening Worship in the Orthodox Church , 
Crestwood, N.Y. 1985: III: “The Collision of Two Theologies in the Revision of 
Russian Liturgical Books in the Seventeenth Century”, 191; cf. idem en russe dans 
Bogoslovskie Trudy 13,1975,148. 

200 Aeyei 6 tepeus - . 

201 EItci \eyei 6 lepete Tqu napouCTau euxt)i'. 
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ct en se relevant il dit: 

O Dieu, sois propice a moi pćcheur. 203 

Prions le Seigneur. 

[KI: 1 ]: O Dieu natrę Sauveur, quipar Nathan (cf. OCP-91:96). 

le penitent avec les bras leves: 

[K91:121: P5re, Seigneur du ciel et de la (erre, 

tu connais tous les secrets de mon coeur. 204 

Le pretre 1’interroge d’une voix modeste: 

[K82:11J: 

1 Fr£re, puisąue tu vicns vers Dieu et vers moi, 

2 n’aie pas honte, 

3 tu ne te confesses pas a moi, mais a Dieu 

4 devant qui tu comparais. (MOR: in quo subsistis) 205 

[KI 2:56]: Comment as-tu perdu la virginite? etc 206 

Et aprcis l’avoir interrogć en detail 

il cherche dans le registre le peche en question 

et en montrant le livre au penitent il lui dit: 207 


202 KeLpeyoę Xeyer [K91:l 11: "HpapToy Kuple • auYXwp T l cr ° y poi, ck T 

203 Kai dyiCTTdpeuoę XeYei' 'O 0eóę iXdoOr|T[ poi tu dpapTioXio. 

204 El Ta Xeyei ó e^opoXoYoOpeyos - duio Td? xefpa? ex wir [K91:12]: lIÓTfp Kupie 
toO oupauou Kai t% YPS" au YiuwaKf ls mirra Ta KputTTd Tfjs - KapSta? pou. Cf. ZER. 

205 Lito epwTd auTÓy upaeta rf| (jwfj- (cf. GOA ct ZER) [K82:11]: ’A8eXc]>e, 8 l’ o 
T\\ikę TTpós* TÓy ©eóy Kai upóę epe- pf) ai.axuu0fis , ‘ ou Ydp epoi dyaYYfXXas - aXXd tui 
©eio ey io 'iaTaaai. 

206 Les 56 quescions se suivcru sans ordrc logiąue. GOA ne donnę que les 5 
premifcres, ALM renvoie & la deuxieme ćdition de MOR (Venise 1702: pp. 646-647), 
tandis que nous nous servons de celle de Paris 1651 (pp. 119-120). 

207 Kai peTd tó eparrfjaai auTÓy KaTaXeimos\ Trlaaoy TÓy muaKa Kai epcuyriaoy 
ótToIoy apdpTripd ean Kai KaTdXaSe auTÓ epttp 00 ^ tt]? 3i|3Xou Tay-rris - f| óttoIou 
apdpTripa eaTly. ZER omel toule la partie de la rubriquc sur le regisire. 
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[K85:9]: 208 

1 Mon fils spirituel, moi, bas et pecheur que je suis, 

2 cc que tu a confesse & ma bassesse, 

3 je n’ai pas le pouvoir de remettre sur terre les peches, 

4 mais Dieu seul par sa voix divine 

5 adressee aux apótres apres sa resurrection, disant: 

6 A ceux & qui vous remettrez les peches, ils leur seront remis, 

7 & ceux a qui vous les reliendrez, ils leur seront retenus. 

8 Encourages par elle nous aussi disons: 

9 Que tout ce que tu as dit a ma minime bassesse, 

10 tout ce que tu n’as pas reussi ii dirc, 

11 ou par ignorance ou par quelconque oubli, 

12 que Dieu te le pardonne 

13 dans ce siecle et dans celui & venir. 

14 Va en paix. 

Ajoute aussi cette priere: 209 

|K4:3]: (Que) Dieu qui a pardonne parNathan (cf. OCP-92:28). 

Pribre pour celui que se confesse: 

[K2:1 ]: Seigneur notre Dieu, qui a Pierre et a la pecheresse 2,0 
(cf. OCP-91:98). 

Priere pour celui qui a mange un met impur: 

[L3]: Maitre Dieu qui habites les hauteurs et regardes 211 


208 Eatci Xe'yei Taimr [K85:91: 

1 TeKvov pou yyeupaTiKÓy A. 1 iyih 6 TatTauós' Kai dpapTioXós\ 

2 o TTj epij TatTe iyÓTT|Ti eęopoXoyoi)peyo? 

3 oiiK Ictxuuj apapTia? dcfneyai. em rf|? Yij? 

4 ei pr) el? ó 0eó? 8ia 8e rpy 0eóXeKToy <pcovfiv eKeiyr|y 

5 -rf]y peTd -rf]y dydcrracriy auTou yeyopeyr|y npó? Tod? diroaTĆAoi)? 

6 \kyovoav v Ay Tiywy apapTia? dcf>€0riCTeTe , a^teyTai airrolę, 

7 ay Tiyioy KpaTeire - KeKpdyrriyTai.- 

8 el? eKeuT|y Kai ripel? OappoOi/Te? Xeyopey 

9 "Ocra e£eiire? Tfj eprj eXaxlcrno TaTTeiyoTrpn., 

10 óoa ovk ^4>0aaa? elirely 

11 fj K<iTd dyyoiay, f| KaTd Xf|0r|y oiay8f|TTOTe 

12 ó 0eó? ctuyx w PÓ ct< 0 > ctol 

13 ey tw yDy aiiiyi Kai kv tw pe\Xoyn.. 

14 TTopedou kv eipfpTl. 

209 SOyatJjoy Kai T<iurT|y Tr]y ei^r 1 ' [K4:3], 

210 Euxi > l ei? e£opoXoycaipeyoy.- [K2:l ]. 
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(cf. M. Arranz, Ueucologio costantinopolitano..., bl04). 
Tropaires de la M6re de Dieu (om GOA). 

TABLEAU DES PRINCIPAUX ELEMENTS DES IMPRIMES 



GOA 

ZER 

PAP 

ROM 

TEB 

pri^re 

[K3:1J 

|K3:1] 

[K3:1] 

[K3:l] 

[K 1:1] 

priere 

fKl:l] 

[K1:1J 

IKL11 

[Kl:l] 

|K3: H 

exhortat. 

[K82:11] 

[K82:ll] 

[K82:l 1] 

TK82: 11 

[K82:5] 

ąuestionn. 

TK12:5] 

(conf.) 

(conf.) 

(conf.) 

[K12:*] 

exhortat. 

[K85:9] 

[K85:9] 

[K85:9] 

[K85:91 

[K85:5] 

priere 

[K4:3] 

[K4:3] 

[K4:3] 

[K2:1 ] 

— 

prićre 

[K2:l] 

— 

— 

[K4:3] 

— 

priere 

— 

— 

— 

|Kl:3-a] 

[KI :3-a] 

priere 

— 

— 

— 

[K5:7] 

[K5:4] 


CONCLUSION 

Nous allons arreter notre recherche au moment de 1’apparition d’un rite 
de confession qu’on pourrait appeler officiel, puisqu’il a trouve place dans 
1’Euchologe imprime, memc si comme nous avons vu, son enlree dans ce 
livre est duc plulót a un malentcndu provoque par la bonne volonle de Goar, 
qui pour defendre les Grecs de 1’accusation latine de ne pas posseder de 
Sacrement de Penitence, avait deniche dans un “tr6s ancien Barberini” (du 
XVI s.) un rite, tres incomplet si on le compare a celui d’autres manuscrits 
plus anciens, mais qui finalement avait śte adopte par les editeurs ortho- 
doxes de 1’Euchologe de Yenise. 212 


2,1 Luxn eul (iLapoctiaYriCTarn-coe' [L3]: AćcnraTa Kupie 6 ©eó? ó eu u(J;r|Xdię 
kcitoikiou Kai T(i TaTTeiya ...(om GOA). 

212 Dans un cxpose lu au cours de la 3 C Conferencc consacrće au Millenairc du 
Bapteme de la Russie (S.-Pćtersburg janvier-fevricr 1988), publić depuis lors dans “Le 
Mcssager” (Vcstnik R.S.K.D.), 153, Paris 1988, 25, J. Meyendorff arfirme quc les livres 
liturgiąues grecs imprimćs & Venise aux XVI-XVII e s. (qui fureni ceux qui servirent dc 
modele au palriarche Nikon de Moscou pour la correction de ses propres livrcs), 
subirent souvem des induenccs latines. Mais cette affirmation est totalemenl gratuitc; en 
verite nous ne connaissons d’autre infiltration que le rite de confession Barber.306... 
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Au debut du XV e siecle, Symeon dc Thessalonique consacre quelqucs 
chapitres a la confession. 213 Ce qu’il dit correspond a une cerlaine praxis, 
probablemeni a celle de son sicge; mais elle n’a pas de valeur univcrsclle vu 
la grandę variete dc rites de confession existant a l’epoque. 

Tout au long des six si&cles d’hisloire documentee de la confession 
byzanline, les idees oni eu un dćveloppemenl notable. 

L’ancien Euchologe conslaniinopolitain n’avait possede qu’une priere 
pour la confession, cl cela peut etre elonnant lorsqu’on a affaire avcc un 
euchologe manuscrit qui pretend a tout prix etre complet comme Coislin 213 
(COI) de 1027, ou un autre, comme Athćncs 662 (EBE) du XUI e s., ou Ton 
voit la main des moines qui, voulant restaurer la praxis de la Grande-Eglise 
apreis les devastations provoquees par 1’implantation du regne latin, n’ont 
pas hesite £i introduire des adaplations monastiques indispensables (comme 
pour les vepres et les matines, par exemple) mais qui ont ignore la 
confession. 

Cependant deja au X c s., les euchologes de 1’Italie Mśridionale, presen- 
taient un rite simple dc confession, derive probablement de la praxis 
cathćdrale ou paroissialc. 

L’Euchologc slave du Sinai indiquait une praxis plus complexe. II est 
possiblc que les missionnaires slaves en Moravie, oil deja exislait une vie 
liturgique latinc, aient ete encouragćs a ćlaborer un rite plus prolixe et 
surtout plus didactique. L’euchologe de Messine, qu’on peul considerer 
comme dependant de la praxis studite dc Constantinople, montre par les 
exhortations du confesseur que la praxis s’etait developpće dans la ligne 
d’une catechese penitentielle moderee. 

II est possible que cette evolution soit due a 1’apparition dc la confession 
monastique, a 1’etat pur comme dans le Protokanonarion, ou dans les adapta- 
tions du Deulerokanonarion; curieusement 1’euchologe de Messine, en plus 
du rite presbyteral, possede aussi un rite monastique. 

Et l’evolulion a continue... Le devcloppement du rite de la confession ne 
s’est pas arrete, meme apres la parution d’un rilc dans 1’Euchologe imprime. 
On a continue a cherchcr d’autres voies. 

Un Exomologitarion du XVIII e s. decrit par Almazov, lc ms Athencs 
85, 214 meriterait a lui seul unc etude. II contient qualre rites de confession 
avec ces queslionnaires respectifs: les trois premiers (de lype CD: prieres, 


2.3 VidcPG 155. 

2.4 Athónes 85:1-41 =ALM:44-61. 
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psaumes, diakonika et lectures) sont deslines aux hommes (93 questions), 
aux femmes (55 questions) et aux pretrcs seculiers (68 questions). Le 
quatrieme (19 questions) est pour les eveques; le rite est remarquable par 
son juridisme liturgique. Au debut, l’eveque qui va se confesser revet son 
omophorion et donnant au pretre 1’epitrachilion, il lui accorde le juridiction 
pour pouvoir le confesser. La conlession se fait confesscur et penitent etant 
assis, mais l’eveque occupe un siege plus bas, puisque il est juge 
(KaTaKpLTÓę) par le juge (KpiTf|S-) qui est le pretre; les questions posees par 
ce demier sont d’ailleurs peu complaisantes. La confession finit par la priere 
[K 1:1] dite par le pretre et par 1’etrange absolution [K6:4] donnśe au pretre 
confesseur par l’eveque penitent qui reprend son omophore. 215 

D’autres mss de l’ExomologTtarion du XVIII C et du XIX C si&cle, decrits 
par Alma7.ov, 2 ' 6 tous foumis de longs et detailles questionnaires, prouvent 
qu’on a continue en grandę liberte a chercher des formules d’application de 
la penitencc. 

L’edition de rExomologitarion de Nicodeme de la Sainte-Montagne (ou 
reapparatt la pribre toute classiquc IK2:1 ], meme si seulemcnt commc 
appendice a la populaire [K3:1 ]), mettra-t-elle fin & la creativitó des 
confesseurs anonymes? C’est peu probable, puisque la grandę variete dc 
rites des quelques echantillons que nous avons analyses dans cet article 
semblenl demontrer que le don accorde par le Christ & ses disciples de 
remettre les fautes de leurs freres egares dans le peche, est un charisme de 
gestion difficile, supposant toujours 1’action de 1’Esprit. Au fond, guerir les 
esprils, en faisanl changer le coeur humain, est sans doute plus difficile que 
faire changer de place les montagnes. 

Pontificio Istituto Orientale Miguel Arranz, S.J. 


2.5 ALM:61; cf, OCP-92:78. 

2.6 Cf. ALM:37-43. 
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Reconstituting the Oblation of the Chrysostom Anaphora: 
An Exercise in Comparative Liturgy* 

In memory ofMark Searle 
September 19, 1941 - August 16, 1992 

In a previous article I have already discussed the text of the oblation and 
hymn of CHR and its antecedents.' That study showed the problemalic 


The initial draft of this article was completcd during July-August 1988, while the 
aulhor was a Summer Fellow in Byzantine Studies at the Dumbarton Oaks Center for 
Byzantine Studies in Washington D.C. I wish to express my gratitude to the Trustecs for 
Harvard University who awarded me this fellowship, and to the Director and staff of DO, 
as well as to the community of Summer Fellows, for their kindness and cooperation. A 
special word of thanks is due to Jill Bonner, Assistant forTechnical Services, and Mark 
Zapałka, Assistant for Readers’ Services, in the Byzantine Library of DO. Their 
unfailingly kind, generous, and prompt assistance in obtaining matcrials rapidly and 
efficiently greatly facilitated my work. I am also indebted to my assistant Stelano Parcnti 
and to my graduate student Elena Velkovska for proof-reading and suggesting several 
corrections and improvcments to the text. 

Abbreviations: 

AP = The no-longer extani Antiochene Greek Anaphora of the Apostles, the Urtext from 
which CHR and APSyr are presumed to derive. 

ApConst = Les Constitutions aposloliques (sce SC 336). 

APSyr = The Syriac Anaphora of the Twelve Apostles (I). 

ApTrad 4 = The Apostolic Tradilion 4, ed. B. Botte, !m Tradition apostolique de S. 

Hippolyte. Essai de reconstitution (LQF 39, Munster 1963) 12-17 = PE 81. 

AS I-III = Anaphorae Syriacae, quotquot in codicibus adhuc repertae sunt, cura 
Pontificii Instituti Studiorum Orientalium editae et latinae versae, vols. I-III (Romę 
1939-1981). 

BAS = The Anaphora of St. Basil in its Byzantine redaetion, specified as ByzBAS when 
discussed in conjunction with EgBAS = the Egyptian (Greek) redaetion, or SahBAS 
= the Sahidic (Coptic) redaetion, q.v. 

EgBAS = Egyptian BAS, the Alexandrian Greek redaetion of the Anaphora of St. Basil. 
Fenwick, Oblation = J. R. K. Fcnwick, “The Missing Oblation.” The Contents of the 
Early Antiochene Anaphora (Alcuin/GROW Joint Liturgical Study, Nottingham 
1989). 

JAS = The Anaphora of St. James, in the Greek redaetion unless otherwisc specified (cf. 
SyrJAS). 

MK = The Alexandrian Greek Anaphora of St. Mark. 

PE = A. Hdnggi, I. Pahl, Prex euchaństica (Spicilegium Friburgense 12, Fribourg 1968). 
PO 26.2 = B.-Ch. Mercier (ed.). La Liturgie de S. Jacques. Edition criliquc, avec 
traduction latine (PO 26.2, Paris 1946) 115-256. 


OCP 59 (1993) 387-402 
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naturę of this section of Ihe CHR anaphora, especially when compared with 
the parallel texl of the related APSyr. 2 The rclalion between APSyr and 
CHR has bccn amply demonstrated: they are but two later, expanded 
redactions of a no longer extant Greek Urtext, called “The Lilurgy of the 
Apostles” (= AP) in the sources of Late Antiquity. 3 But if the divergences in 
the presanctus of APSyr/CHR can be attributed to theological elaborations 
of the Greek Urtext at ihe tum of the fourth-fiflh centuries, 4 the same cannot 
be said of the notable dilTerences in the post-institution struclure of our two 
extanl redactions, the section of the anaphora that concems us herc. 

There, both the Greek (CHR) and Syriac (APSyr) recensions betray signs 
of expansion and substantial reworking to fit the framework of their 
respective local traditions. 5 In the present study I shall use the methods of 
comparative liturgy in an attempt to get behind ihese extant recensions and 
imagine what the Urtext mighl have looked like. My concem will be purely 
textual: the theological issues I have already addressed elsewhere. 6 

I. TheTexts 

For convenience of unifying relerences to the tables, I employ here the 


SahBAS = Ancieni Sahidic version of the Egyplian redaction ol' ihe Anaphora of St. 
Basil. 

SC 336 = Les Constitutions apostoliąues, ed. M. Metzger, tome 3: Livres V-VIII (SC 
336, Paris 1987). 

SyrJAS = The Syriac (Jacobite) redaction of the Anaphora of Si. James. 

Taft, “Authcnticity” = R. F. Taft, “The Authenticity of the Chrysostom Anaphora 
Revisited. Determining the Authorship of Liturgical Texts by Computer,” OCP 56 
(1990) 5-51. 

1 R. F. Taft, “The Oblalion and Hymn of the Chrysostom Anaphora. Its Text and 
Antecedents,” at press in Holletino della Badia Greca di Grottaferrata (miscellanea in 
honor of Fr. Marco Petta). 

2 Since the same two parallel passages of thcsc anaphoras will be referred to 
continuously in the following pages, 1 give here once and for all the editions wherc they 
may be found: APSyr: AS I, 203-27, here 218-20 = H. Engberding “Die syrische 
Anaphora der zwólf Apostel und ihre Paralleltcxte cinander gegenuberstellt und mit 
neuen Untersuchungen zur Urgcschichte der Chrysostomosliturgie begleilct,” OC 34 = 
ser. 3 vol. 12 (1938) 213-247, here 224-28 = PE 267; CHR: Brightman 328-30 = PE 
226. 

3 Sec Taft, “Authenticity,” 5-51, esp. 5-21,48-55. 

* Ibid. 27-55. 

5 See the article cited in notę 1. 

6 R. F. Taft, “Understanding the Byzantine Anaphora] Oblation,” in press in a 
Festschrift for Aidan Kavanagh, O.S.B. 
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same numbering syslem as m my previous article 7 lor the (extual 
components of this part of CHR/APSyr under discussion herc: 

1. Remembering, therefore... [= anamnestsj. 

2. giving thanks... 

3. offering you your own from what is yours [= oblation I], 

4. always and in cvery way [= leader to the hymn]. 

5. We hymn you... [= hymn], 

6. we thank you [= thanksgiving wilhin the hymn texl], 

7. and we pray you, 

8. be propitious and have mercy. 

9. In silence and fear... 

10. Again we offer... [= oblation II], 


11. and ask you to send down your 

The text in CHR reads as follows: 

'O Lepetis" Mcpi/ripeuoi. tolmji' 
tt]? awTTpiou TafiTris 1 euTOkfj? Kai 
Trdirray twu birep r[|j.ójv ycy£vr\- 
piuLuu, toD aTaupou, tou Tdtjtou, 
Tfjs 1 Tpiripepou dr-aaTctafatę, Tfj? 
elę oupauou? dyapdaecos, Tfjs £k 
8e£i<I>u KaOeSpaę, Tfjs 8euTepa? 
Kai ev8ó£ou Traku/ Trapouata? 

’EK<J) 0 )va)s' Ta ad ck twj atuu 
aol Trpoacfjśpofres KaTa TTduTa 
Kai 8ia TrauTa 

'O Xaós- upi/oupeu ar euko- 
youpei/ aol fiixaptaTOupeu KUpif 
Kai 8 eópe 0 d aou 6 0 eó? rpaiu. 

'O LepeOs" w Etl TTpoatJjepopei/ aot 
Tf|v koyiicfii/ Taimy/ Kai di/alpa - 
KToy kaTpelau kol TrapaKakoOpei/ 
Kai SeópeOa Kai iKeTeuopei/ KaTÓ - 
TTeptJtoy tó Tn/eupd aou to 
ayiov... 


Holy Spirit [= epiclesis]. 

Priest: Remembering, therefore, this 
saving command and all that was done 
for our salvation: the cross, the tomb, 
the third-day resurrection, the ascen- 
sion and sitting at the right hand, the 
second and glorious coming, 

Aloud: offering you your own from 
what is yours, always and in every 
way 

People: We hymn you, we praise you, 
we thank you, O Lord, and we pray 
you, O our God! 

Priest: Again we offer you this 
reasonablc and unbloody worship and 
we invokc and pray and beseech you, 
send down your Holy Spirit... 


Ibid. 
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The related texts of CHR/APSyr follow in Table I. Non-italicized texts 
are common to both redactions, italicized segments are pcculiar to one or the 
olher, boldface highlights the passages that will be the focus of our attention 
herc. 

CHR APSyr 

I . Mep.ur|p.ćuoi ... 1 . Dum igitur memores sumus. .. 

2. Nos ąuoąue Domine gratias 
agentes confitemur tibi 

3. rd ad ćk t<3v atiu aol 
npoatfićpoureę 

4. KciTci Trdirra kul 8in TrduTa 4. in omnibus et proptcr omnia. 

5. cró upuoupev cre euXoyoupev 5. Te laudamus, te benedicimus, te 

adoramus, 

6. aol evxapiaToOpev Kupie 

7. Kai SeópeBd ctou ó 0eóę f|pdiu. 7. et rogamus te, Domine Deus 

noster, 

8. propitius esto, O bonę, et miserere 
nostri. 

9. In silentio et dmore... 

10. "Etl TTpocr<j>ćpop/v aol tt)v 
X oyiKt)u TavTT)v Kai auatpaKTOU 
\arpeCav 

II. Kai TrapaKa\ovpei> kol SeópeOa 11. Deinde, vero, petimus a te, 

kol iKeTetiopeu, Karduep^oy tó Domine... ut mittas spiritum tuum 
TTfvupd ctou tó dyiou ... sanctum... 

11. The crux interpretum 

In these two closely related texts — they are but two variant redactions 
of the same anaphora — the most obvious and most serious problem is the 
oblation: there are two in CHR and nonę whatever in APSyr (Table I, 3, 
10). 8 

Fenwick has quite rightly zeroed in on the Antiochene ohlation as the 
crux interpretum. 9 Regarding CHR/APSyr, the focus of our interest here, the 
basie problem is that CHR, like BAS, has two oblations (the boldface 

8 I deal with some of these issues in R. F. Taft, “Structural Problems in the Syriac 
Anaphora of the Twelve Apostles (1),” at press in ARAM Periodical (Oxford), special 
number in honor of Prof. Sebastian Brock. 

9 Fenwick, Oblation, esp. 12-13, 24-25. 
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upocr<J>epouTes'/Trpocj<J>epoiiei' text in Tablc I, 3, 10 above) whereas 
APSyr, closely related to CHR, has nonę (Table I). The nucleus common to 
BAS, CHR, and APSyr, in addition to the primitive shape of MK in the 
sixth-century parchment fragment Manchester John Rylands ms 465 10 and 
the Sahidic and later Greek redactions of EgBAS," is illustrated in Tables 

n-ni. 

TABLE II 


ApTrad 4 

l.Mept/ppe^oi 
3. TTpoatJtepoper- 


ApConst VIII, 12:38-39 

1. pept/pper-ot ... 

3. TrpcKJtJjepoper' ctol ... 


6. ei^aptaToutrre ę aot .. 
11. Kai d£toupev ae 
OTrwę ... KaTairept^p? 
to pr-eOpa ... 


6. et^apicTToOr-Tes- aoi .. 
11. Kai dęioupei' ae 
ottlo? ... KaTaTrepi|rps- 
to dyior' aou tryeupa 


SahBAS 

I. pepupper-OL... 

3. aol ... TTpoeOpKaper’ ... 

II . Kai SeópeOa aou... 

Kai TTpoaKur-ouper' ae ... 

eX 0 eIr> tó Trneupa ... 

BAS 

1. pepupper-ot ... 

3. aol TTpoa4>e potrre ę ... 

4. ae bpvoupev ... 

6 . aol eux a P LaT °l’M- ey ••• 


EgBAS 

I. pepuppei/oi... 

3. aol TTpoa<J>epopei/ ... 

4. ae alpoupet/ ... 

II. Kai SeópeOa 

Kai TrpoaKwoupei/ ae ... 
eX0eTv to Trr-eupa ... 

CHR 

1. pepi/ppeix)L ... 

3. aol Trpoaecfjepo^Tes- ... 

4. ae v\ivov\j.ev ... 

6. aol et^aptaTouper' ... 
10. 2tl TTpoa^epoper- ... 


10 Later texts of MK clearly manifest several strata of materiał al this point: compare 
G. J. Cuming, The Liturgy of St. Mark, edited from the manuscripts with a commentary 
(OCA 234, Romę 1990) 43-46 with PE 112-14, 116-23. 

11 The Alexandrian Greek Liturgy of St. Gregory also has the anamnesis, oblation 1, 
hymn, epictesis structure: A. Gerhards, Die griechische Gregoriosanaphora. Kin Beitrag 
zur Geschichte des Eucharistischen Hochgebeis (LQF 65, Munster 1984) 34 = PE 364. 
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II.ctou 8eópe0a 

Kai ae Trpoc7KUvou(j,6v ... 

eX0ety to Tryeupa ... 

APSyr 

1. Dum igitur memores sumus... 

2. nos quoque graLias agentes 
confitemur tibi... 

4. te laudamus... 

11. deindc vcro pelimus... 
ut mittas Spiritum... 


II. Kai TrapaKaXou|iev 
Kai SeópeSa 
Kai iKeTe topie y 
KaTdTrep.(|)Oi' tó Tryeupta ... 

UrAP 

1. ptepturnieyoi ... 

2. ei>xapi-aTOuyTes- aot ••• 

11. Kai 8eópte0a 
KaTdTTepi^oy tó TTueupta ... 


III. Oblation vhrsus Thanksgiving 

Herc, as elsewhere, Ihe basis of all comparative liturgical analysis is a set 
of similarities and dissimilarities in parallel tcxts, indicaling traditions al 
once dislincl and related. 

The problem in such matters is always the same: to dccide, first, whelher 
the similarities are [1] traceable to a common origin or [2] are the result of 
thc later assimilation of one lext to another or of hoth to a third; and, 
conversely, whether the differences must be attributed [1 ] to separate origins 
or [2] to later interpolations into texts of the same stirp. I have already 
argued in favor of the priority of the APSyr thanksgiving (Table I, 2) over 
against oblation I of CHR (Table I, 3). 12 Since the text of oblation I (Td aa 
e k Tioy acou aol Trpoa^epoureę) plus hymn (Se uptuoOptey...) is found in 
BAS, CHR, and some of the standard Armenian anaphoras, 13 as well as in 
some though not all redacdons of SyrJAS but is not native lo Greek JAS 14 or 

12 Sec scction III. 4 of the arliclc cited in notę 1. 

13 PE 280, 287, 290, 296, 305, 307, 322, 329, 335. 

14 The oldesc ms of SyrJAS, the 8th c. palimpsesl fragment British Library 824 = 
Add 14615 , is dcfcctive at this point: O. Hciming, “Palimpsestbruckstiicke der syrischen 
Vcrsion der Jakobusanaphora aus dem 8. Jahrhunderl in der Handschrift add. 14615 des 
British Museums,” OCP 16 (1950) 190-200. Oblation I is not in what Hciming (AS II, 
134) calls the “Edessan rccension” of SyrJAS attributed to James of Edessa (640-708), 
found in British Library 286 = Add. 14493 , ed. A. Riicker, Die Jakobosanaphora rtach 
der Rezension des J'aqób(h) von Edessa mit dem griechischen Paralleltext 
herausgegeben (Liturgiegeschichtliche Quellen 4, Munster 1923) 18-19. But this 
recension is later than what Hciming dubs the “ancient recension” (AS II, 132), which 
does have this reading in the lOth c. British Library 293 = Add. 14499 , cd. AS II, 
148-49. But thc evolution of JAS is not our problem at the moment. It is obvious that thc 
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the other Syriac anaphoras, 15 where did it come from? It is not found in 
ApConst VIII, 12, which has between the command to repeat (12:37) and the 
epiclesis (12:39) the following anamnesis slructure (12:38) 16 : 

Mepur|pevoL ... TrpoatJjepopć v ctoi ... ei^apLCTTOuyTĆs 1 ctol 8l’ ctutou 
etp' olę KaTTięLLuaas- ppa? ecrrayaL eywmóy aou Kai lepeTeueie ctol. 

So I would judge the oblation-hymn combination now common in 
Antiochene-type anaphoral tcxts to be at the earliest a lale fourth or early 
fifth century interpolation into the liturgy of Antiochia, as I have tricd to 
show in anothcr study. 17 But if the Ta ad ck tmv cto>v ctol TTpoocJjep- 
opey/oyTe? oblation is a later interpolation, the “offerimus” reprise — what 
I have callcd oblation II in CHR (Tablc I, 10) — is the carlicr one, parallel 
to the single oblation in JAS: 

Mepuripeyoi ... TrpOCT<J>epopiy ctol, SecnrOTa, Tqv 4x){3epńy Taurpy kol 
ayaipaKToy Sunny, SeópeyoL lvcl ... x a P 1 - (J Tl Óply tći oupauia kol 
alaiiAd ctou Sojpfipam ... 18 

But whcrc did CHR get oblation I, sińce it is not in APSyr nor, doublless, 
was it in UrAP? Probably by assimilation to BAS. According to the 
fourth-century techniques of anaphoral constructton as convincingly retraced 
by Fenwick, the oblation in BAS, from which oblation I of CHR doubtlcss 
derives, is not original to either CHR or BAS but was interpolated around 
370 into UrBAS, the hypothctical form of the Anaphora of St. Basil 
presumed to bc bchind all extant rcdactions (BAS, EgBAS, SahBAS, etc.).' 9 


entire segmcni of SyrJAS comprising the oblation 1 and the hymn (AS 11, 148-49 = PE 
271.18-20), which are not in Greek JAS (PO 26.2:204.18-21 = PE 250), is a later 
interpolation of Syro-Antiochene materiał into the originally Greek anaphora of JAS. 
This is confirmed by its absence in both redactions of Georgian JAS: M. Tarchniśvili, 
Liiurgiae Ibericae antiquiores (CSCO 122-123, scripiores Iberici 1-2, ser. I, vol. I, 
Louvain 1950) Georgian JAS 1: nos. 22-23 = text pp. 14-15, versio p. 11; Georgian JAS 
II, nos. 40-42, text pp. 49-50, versio p. 37; and in Armcnian JAS: Armcnian iext in Y. 
Gat‘rcean, Y. Tascan, Srbagan pataragamatoyk‘ hayoc' (K‘nnakan hratarakakut‘iun 
matcnagrui‘can maxneac‘ hayoc 1 I) = J. Calergian, Die Liturgien bei den Armeniern. 
Funfzehn Texie und Unlersuchungen , hrsg. von J. Dashian (in Armcnian, Vienna 1897) 
30-40 = PE 343-44; cf. A. Baumstark, “Dcnkmiiler altarmenischer MeBliturgie. 3. Die 
armenische Rezension der Jakobusliturgie,” OC n.s. 7-8 (1918) 1-32, herc 17-18. 

15 PE 280, 287, 290, 296, 305, 307. 

16 SC 336:198. 

17 Taft, “Structural Problems” (notę 8 above). 

18 PO 26.2:204.1-14. 

19 J. R. K. Fenwick, The Anaphoras of Sl Basil and St James. An lnvestigation into 
their Common Origin (OCA 240, Romc 1992) 305-306; id., Oblation 12; id., lourth 
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Without repeating Fenwick’s argumentation here, nor my own in earlier 
studies of this materiał, 20 I summarize here some conclusions relevant to our 
present discussion: 

1. The structure of CHR (oblation 1/ Kcrrd TrdvTct plus hymn including 
thanksgiving/oblalion II) and APSyr (thanksgiving instead of oblation 
I/KaTĆ Trdirra plus hymn without lhanksgiving/no oblation II) are 
independent. Since the elemenls common to bolh (KGtTd Tratwa plus hymn) 
are embedded in a different structure — in CHR of oblation, in APSyr of 
thanksgiving — they do not go back to UrAP but were added to CHR and 
APSyr independently from another source(s). 

2. This mcans, as Fenwick has argued, that the early Anliochene 
post-institution anaphoral materiał — and hence UrAP from which both 
CHR and APSyr derive — had no oblation al all but rather an anamnesis/ 
thanksgiving/epiclesis structure. This can be considered confirmcd by the 
fact that the oblation in ApConst VIII, 12:38 is derived from ApTrad 4. 

3. The shape of CHR results from the assimilation of AP to BAS. Hence 
its memores/tua ex tuis offerentes/semper et ubique te laudamus/epiclesis 
sequence. 

4. The shape of APSyr results from the assimilation of AP to SyrJAS. 
Hence its memores/gratias agentes/semper et ubiąue te laudamus/epiclesis 
scquence. 

One can even go a step further, perhaps, and propose that in the original 
Antiochene structure, prior to the reworking of ApConst VIII, 12 via ApTrad 
4; and of CHR and APSyr via assimilation to BAS and JAS respectively; the 
original thanksgiving unit in the Antiochene Uranaphora was located before 
the institution narrative and not after it. In fact this is what we find in 
ApConst Vni, 12:35 and in CHR/APSyr: 

1. ApConst VIII, 12:35, in a sort of pre-institution anamnesis, has: 
Meiir-rnićiAH o&v cov Sl ’ piias 1 OtTepieu^iA ei^apiaToOp.er' aoi, 0ee 
TTaimjKpaTop, oux baor- ó<f>e(Aop.eix a W octoc- Sur-apieGa, Kai tt)v 
S iaTn^ir' gujtoO TTkripoupieiA 21 

2. The presanctus of CHR/APSyr have jusl before the transition to the 
Sanctus: Trrep toutcui; ÓTTdimoy e^apicn-oDpii; atn/Propter haec omnia 


Century Anaphoral Conalruciion Techniques (Grove Lilurgical Study 45, Nottingham 
1986) 35-37. 

20 Notes 1, 8 above. 

21 SC 336:196 = PE92. 
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gratias agimus tibi. 22 

This would rcduce thc AP Urtext to: “Remembering this saving 
command and all that was done for us we ask you to send down your Holy 
Spirit...” Be that as it may, this direct move from “command to repeat” to 
embryonic anamnesis to epiclesis petition, with no intervening oblation or 
thanksgiving unit, is what we see in Egypl in the sixth-seventh century Der 
Balyzeh Papyrus anaphoral fragment: 23 

0[aaKi?] eay ea0ir|TC tov apToy As often as you cal this brcad and 
toutoi' TTirriTe 8e to TTOTrpioy drink this cup, you proclaim my dcath, 
touto Toy €poy OayaToy koto - you make my remcmbrance. 

■ylyleWeTnL rpy epr|y ayctpy[r|aiy 
TrolieiTe 

Toy OayaToy tron K[aTayy<EXXJo|j.ey Your death we proclaim, your 
TT|i/ ayaoTaaiy [aou opoXoyoup]ey resurrcction we confess, and we pray 
Kai SeopeOa t[.] [...following lines of text missing], 

IV. Later Evolution oftheCHR Text 

Perhaps the earliest extant texls of EgBAS and MK can help us retrace 
the later development of the CHR text via assimilation to BAS. Early 
Egyptian SahBAS, from a BAS Greek Urlext of which EgBAS is a later 
redaction, is preserved in a Coptic fragment from the first half of the seventh 
century, discovered in Cairo by J. Doresse and purchased for the University 
of Louvain. 24 The text of MK is from the sixth-century parchment fragment, 
ms 465 of the John Rylands Library in Manchester. 25 I give the relevant 
texls in Table III. 

TABLE III 

Rylands MK SahBAS EgBAS 

ooi aol 

Ta ab Tb ab 

22 PE 224.14-15; 266.2-3. 

23 PE 126-27; translalicm adapted from R. C. D. Jasper and G. J. Cuming, Prayers of 
the Eucharist: Early and Reformed. Tcxts translated and ediled with commeniary (3rd 
ed. New York 1987) 80. 

24 J. Doresse, E. Lanne, Un lemoin arclmiąue de la liturgie copte de S. Basile 
(Bibliotheque du Museon 47, Louvain 1960) 1, 5. The Greek retroversion is from ibid. 
19, 21. The text of EgBAS is found in PE 352. 

25 PE 122. On this ms sec Cuming, 57. Mark (notę 10 above) xxviii. 




396 


Rober! F. Taft, S.J. 


6K TĆoy aćoy 

eK tćou aćoy 

k TĆoy aćoy 

Sutpiou Trpoe0f|Kapeu 

Siópiou TTpoeOf|Kapf y 

8cópwu aoL Trpoa<t>epopei 

euiomóu aou 

eyLumóu aou 

TÓU dpTOU TOUTOU 

Kai TÓ TrOTppLOU TOUTO 

KaTa TTduTa 

Kai 8ia TrauTa 

Kai eu TraaLU 
ał aluoupeu 
ał eukoyoupeu 
aol euxapLaToupeu, 
Kupie, Kai 8eópeQd. 
aou ó 0eó? ppiou. 

Kai SeilpeOa 

Kai 8eópe0d aou 

Kai 8eópe0a 

Kai TrapaKakoupeu ae 


Kai TrapaKakoupeu ae 
t()Lkdu0pLUTTe , ayaOe, 


ó Geo? ppćou 

Kupie, 


ftpelę ot dpapTiukol 

ppels' oi dpapTiokol 


Kai dudę lol 

Kai audęioi 


Kai ol Takalmopoi 

8ouXol aou, 


Kai TTpoaKUuoupeu ae 

Kai TTpoaKuuoupeu ae 


euSoKia Tfis 1 apę 

euSoKia Tf|ę afjs 1 


dyaOÓTT|Tos' 

dyaOÓTriTOS 1 

eSaTróaTeikóy aou 

ekOetu 

ekOeiu 

tó TTueupa ... 

tó nueupa ... 

tó TTueupa ... 


aou tó dyLou 

aou tó ayiou 


These lexts, when comparcd wilh ByzBAS, betray the growth of the 
liturgical unit within BAS. We can prescind from the question whether the 
two earlier texts of SahBAS and MK are similar bccause they derive from 
the same Formelgut, or whether a hypothelical, still earlier Cappadocian 
SahBAS, in the process of being acclimated to Egypt, had becn 
Alexandrianized. I think the latter morę probable, and presume that the 
Urtext of the oblation in Cappadocian SahBAS must have been structured, 
in its basie skelelon, somewhat as follows: 

3. Ta ad £k tiou aiou 
aol Trpoa^ćpopef 

11. Kai 8eópe0d aou 
Kai TrapaKakoupću ae 

eX0eiu tó Trueupd aou to dymy ... 
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Can one argue in the same way for an even earlier Antiochene UrAP, 
without the interpolation kcitó naura kol 8ia rrayTa ... kol 8eóp.e0d 
aou ó ©eós t]|ju3v? First of all, it is elear that APSyr, like SyrJAS, has 
been reworked to conform, in part at least, to the Syriac standard modelled 
on JAS: 

TABLE IV 


SyrJAS 

1. Memores ... 

10. offerimus tibi hoc sacrificium 
tremendum et ineruentum ... 

2. El nos quoque tibi gratias agentes et 
confilemur tibi 

3. ex tuo tibi offerimus tibi 

4. in omnibus et propter omnia 

5. Te laudamus, te benedicimus, te 
adoramus, 

7. et rogamus te, Deus noster: 

8. propitius esto, O bonę, et miserere 
nostri. 


APSyr 

1. Dum igitur memores sumus... 

2. Nos quoque, Domine, gratias 
agentes confitemur tibi 

4. in omnibus et propter omnia 

5. Te laudamus, te benedicimus, te 
adoramus 

7. et rogamus te, Domine Deus noster: 

8. propitius esto, O bonę, eL miserere 
nostri. 


11.Miserere nostri Deus pater ... et H-Deinde vero petimus a te ... ut 
mitte Spiritum ... mitlas Spirhum ... 

Since this APSyr reading is not found in CHR, BAS, or Greek JAS, one 
could argue that il is of neither hagiopolite nor Cappadocian provenance, 
and could thus be safely taken as the Urtext. So I agree with Fenwick that 
the Ta ad £k Tcoy awv aoi TTpoacfjepouTes of CHR (not found, recall, in 
ApConst VIII, 12), is a laier Constantinopolitan assimilation of CHR to 
BAS. This would reconstruct the hypothetical evolution 1'rom the AP Urtexl 
as follows: 


Step I 

The point of departure is our hypothetical AP Urlexl: 

We too, giving thanks to you, O Lord, eL^apiaTOUuTes 1 ool, Kupie, Kat 
bescech you, send down your Holy fipeTs 1 , LKeTeuopey <ae> koto - 
Spirit... TTfptlwu tó tTueupd aou tó ayi.ou 


Step 2 

In a second stage of its evolution, still in Anlioch, the hymn would have 
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been added, and the text filled in and rearranged thus: “We too, giving 
Ihanks to you, O Lord, confess you koto TrrivTa Kai 8 ló trama,” 
followed by the Se upiuoupieu hymn in one of its redactions: 

euxapiaToOvTĆS' aoi, Kupie, Kai ppe!?, 
e£opioXoYOÓpe0d ctoi KaTd ttayTa Kai Sia trama 
ae aluoupiey 
ae euXoyoup.eu 
aol euxapiOTOupiey, Kupie, 

Kai 8eópe0d aou 
ó 0eóę fipiiuy. 

Lito 8e iKeTeuopeu <ae> 

KaTdTrepii|ioy tó TTueOpid aou tó dyLou ... 

Step 3 

Transported to Constanlinople, probably at the beginning of 398 by 
Chrysostom himself, 26 AP — in which form, step 1 or step 2 above, cannot 
of course be determined, sińce all of this is hypothelical — the text would 
have been redacted to conform to the already customary oblation framework 
of Byzantine BAS, with the resulting CHR text looking something like this: 

Td ad eK tluu auu aol irpoacjjepopeu 
<KaTa trama Kai 8id trama 
ae upiuoupieu 
a£ euXoyoupieu 
aol euxapiaToOpey, Kupie, 

Kai SeópeSa aou ó 0eó? ppiuu 
en TrpoacJjepopi v aoi Tpy XoyiKif]U Tampy Kai duaipaKTOu 
XaTepelau> 

Kai trapaKaXoupey Kai 8eópe0a Kai iKeTeuopeu [aou] 

KaTarrepijiou tó rrueupa aou tó dyiou ... 

With the addition of the hymn — the bracketed section — and the 
change to trpoacJiepouTes-, it assumed the form it already exhibits in the 
earliest ms of CHR, the mid-eighth century Barberini 336. 21 

It is possible, of course, that the hymn was not yet part of the anaphoral 
structure in Antioch, and hence not in AP when imported to Constantinople, 
and that steps 1-2 occurred in Constantinople, in one or two separate 
moments, depending on whether or not the Constantinopolitan redaction of 


26 Taft, “Authenticity,” esp. 33ff. 

27 Brighiman 329. 
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BAS had already adopted the hymn. But I think the other scenario morę 
likely. that the changes had already occurred in Antioch and werc brought to 
Constantinople already in AP. 

V. TheMissing OblationofAPSyr 

That lalter scenario could account for Fenwick’s “missing oblalion” of 
APSyr. Since there is an oblalion in SyrJAS (Table IV, 10), can one also 
posil an oblalion in the AP Urtext as part of the Antiochene Urgut, and 
argue that it must have been suppressed in APSyr? Fenwick seems to lean 
toward this view, 28 but I would be skeptical. Of course things do gel excised 
from texts, but there is usually a reason, and I cannot imagine why the 
oblation would have bcen dropped from APSyr either early on, in AP by the 
Antiochenes, sińce there is an oblation in ApConst VIII, 12:38 (Table II, 3); 
or later, by the Jacobites, sińce there is one in SyrJAS (Table IV, 10). So it 
appears that APSyr — and therefore AP — never had an oblation, and this 
lacuna may be considered characteristic of the early Antiochene-type 
anaphora. 

One thing is certain, at any ratę: there is no way in which the present 
shape of the transition from anamnesis to epiclesis in CHR can be original. 
For there is not only the problem of the missing oblation in APSyr. There is 
also the double oblation in CHR to be accounted for. 


V. Conclusion: A Hypothetical Urtext 

So I would revise as follows the hypothetical reconstruction already 
formulated above apropos of tó aa ck tcov ctluk 


Mepuripćuoi toIuuu rf|S- awTripiou 
TauTris 1 er-Tokfis- Kai TrduTtuu tluu utTÓp 
f]p.wu yeyet/ripeutoi/' tou araupou, tou 
Tdijjou, Tps* Tpippepou duauTaaeuję, 
Tpę elę- oupauou? aua|3daetos\ Tf|s- ck 
8f£iwu KaOeSpaę, rf|? SeuTĆpas 1 rai 
fu8ó£ou TrapouaLas 1 , 


Remembering, therefore, this saving 
command, and all that was done for 
us: the cross, the tomb, the resur- 
rection on the third day, the ascension 
into heaven, the sitting at the right 
hand, the second and glorious coming, 


TTpoatJjepopef ool ti)u koyiKfir’ Tainr|u 
rai atucupaKTou ^aTpeiaf kol Trnpa- 
Kakoupei/ rai SeópeOd aou rai 
iKeTeóoper', raTdTrep4 ,oy tó lli^eOpa 
aou tó "Aytou ... 


we offer you this rcasonable and 
bloodless worship, and we invokc and 
pray and beseech you, send down your 
Holy Spirit... 


28 


Fenwick, Oblation, esp. 12-13. 
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The development of these ideas and their liturgical framework within the 
Antiochene sphere of liturgical crealivity can be observed in the transition 
from ApTrad 4 to ApConst VIII, 12:38-39, to the later tradilion: 29 

TABLE V 

ApTrad 4 ApConst VIII, 12:38-39 


1. Memores lgitur 
mortis et resurrectionis ejus 


3. offerimus tibi 

panem et calicem 

6. gratias agenles quia 

nos dignos habuisti adstare coram te et 

tibi ministrare. 

11. Et pelimus 

ut millas Spiritum... 


I. Memores lgitur passioms eius 
et a mortuis eius resurrectionis 

et in coelos reditus 
et futuri eius secundi adventus, 
in quo cum gloria et potestate 
veniet iudicare vivos et mortuos 
et reddere unicuique secundum 
opera sua 

3. offerimus tibi, regi ac Deo, 
secundum mandatum eius 
panem hunc et calicem hunc, 

6. gratias tibi per cum agentes, quod 
nos dignos habuisti adstare coram te et 
tibi ministrare. 

II. Et oramus te, ut benigne respicias 
haec dona in conspectu tuo proposita 
... cl ut placeat tibi ... 

et ut mittas Spiritum ... 


The fifth-century Testamentum Domini I, 23 redaction of the same 
ApTrad 4 materiał leaves the anamnesis-oblation relatively intact, bul 
changes the epiclesis substantially: 

Deinde / Episcopus] dicat : Memores igitur mortis tuac 
et resurrectionis tuae, 

offerimus panem et calicem, 

29 A. Raes, “KATA ITANTA KAl Al A IIANTA. En tout ct pour tout,” OC 48 
(1964) 216-220, here 219-20. For the rcspective Greek texts see Table II and, for Egypc, 
Table III. 
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gratias agentes tibi, qui es solus Deus in saeculum, 
et salvator noster 

quoniam nos dignos efficisti, ut staremus coram te 
et tibi sacerdotio fungeremur. 

Quapropter gratias agimus tibi, nos tui famuli, Domine. 

Populus dicat similiter. 

Deinde [Episcopus] dicat: Offerimus tibi hanc gratiam actionem, 
aetema Trinilas, Domine Iesu Christe, Domine Pater, a quo omnis 
creatura et omnis natura contremescit in se confugiens, Domine, 
Spiritum sanclum mitte.. , 30 

Herc too we see a “double oblation,” possibly provoked by a reworking 
of the texl necessitated by the interpolation of the people's hymn, as I have 
suggested was the case with CHR. On the other hand, such an offertory 
reprise is not unusual in Greek and Syriac anaphoras — ApConst VIII, 
12:43-44, 48, 31 and the Maronite Anaphora of St. Peter III (Śarar), 32 for 
example, have several — so I do not wish to exaggerate its import. 

From Table V, one can see, I think, the manifest dependence of ApConst 
VIII, 12:38-39 on ApTrad 4 in spite of the considerable filling in of the laler 
ApConst text. If we brackel the thanksgiving (6), the same memores- 
offerimus-[gratias agentes]-petimus structure is repealed in CHR. But in 
CHR, thanksgiving for the liturgical ministry has already been offered in the 
presanctus: “For all [thesel things do we thank you, and your only-begoltcn 
son, and your Holy Spirit, for all the things we know and do not know, your 
benefits seen and unseen, accomplished for us. We thank you also for ihis 
liturgy which you have deigned to receive from our hands...” 33 

So it is entirely possible that CHR omits a generał thanksgiving here in 
the oblation because it already has one in this concluding thanksgiving of 
the presanctus. 

Admitledly, however, all of this is speculation, a morę or less founded 
hypothesis, not totally arhitrary, but based on the following two argumenls, 
the first one fi] an undeniable fact, the other [2] a customary method of 
reasoning out of liturgical data. 


30 I. E. Rahmani (ed.), Testamentum Domini noslri Jesu Christi (Mainz 1899) 43 - 
PE 221. 

31 SC 336:202-204. 

32 ln the preanaphora, in lhe postsanctus, after the institulion narrative, and at the 
beginning of the intercessions: AS 11.3:301.4, 303.12, 19-20, 305.10. 

33 I discuss this tcxt in Taft, “Authcniicity,” 45-48. 
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1. The text of CHR, in its transition from anamnesis to epiclesis, shows 
unmistakable signs of reworking, and, in its presenl form, poses obvious 
problems both stylistic, and, from comparison with the parał lei picces in 
other texts, structural. 

2. In the absence of direcl textual evidence, comparative liturgy is the 
only legitimate basis for any hypothetical reconstruction of the original 
shape of a text. 

Pontificio Istituto Orientale Robert F. Taft, S.J. 
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La lecture liturgiąue et 
les apocryphes du Nouveau Testament 

Le cas de la Dormitio grecąue du Pseudo-Jean 

Depuis longtcmps dej& la crilique s’interroge au sujel de la destination de 
la vaste production litteraire relative au sort finał de Marie, mieux connue 
sous le nom de Transitus Mariae, ainsi qu’au sujet de sa fonction et de son 
statut dans le “corpus” que formę la litterature ancienne chrelienne. 

Le present propos voudrail tenter de restituer les Transitus Mariae, dans 
leur contex(e, celui qui apparait comme premier, a savoir la liturgie. En 
effet, la tendancc, fort facheuse d’ailleurs, et qui de fait ne repose que sur 
une menlion dans le Decret dit de Gelase, que Fon a de classer ces textes 
parmi les apocryphes du Nouveau Testament, nous fait perdre de vue quellc 
fut veritablemenl, pour la plupart, leur destination, leur raison d’etre si Fon 
prefere. C’est-a-dire, tr&s vraisemblablement, la lecture dans un cadre 
liturgique monastique, mais aussi cathedral. 

C’est ce que Fon va tacher de demontrer au cours de cette etude qui se 
repartira en deux momenls: le premier sera une brcvc enquete dans les 
homeliaires ou se rencontrent ces textes; le second sera une courte analyse 
d’un ćcrit sur le sort finał de Marie. 

lER TEMPS: L’ENQU£TE DANS LES IIOMĆL1AIRES 

Lorsqu’on regarde dans quels types de manuscrits se lrouvent les 
Transitus Mariae, on se rend compte qu’ils sont bien souvent transmis, mais 
pas toujours, dans des homeliaires. Ceci peut paratlre normal, mais pas tant 
si on considere ces Transitus comme des apocryphes, c’est-ti-dire comme 
des ćcrits theoriquement mis a Findex. Cette misę & l’index, en effet, si elle 
eut vraiment licu, est constatable en Occident avec le Decret gelasien 1 . On 


1 A ce sujet, cf. S. C. Mimouni, “Les Transitus Mariae sont-ils vraiment des 
apocryphes?”, in Studia Patristica, Eleventh International Conference on Patristic 
Studies, Oxford 19-24 August 1991 (d parattre). 

De l’avis gćnćral des savants qui sc sont inieresses au Dćcret gelasien, il s’agit d’un 
document prive. C’est notamment 1’opinion de E. Von Dobschlitz, Das Decrelum 
Gelasianum de libris recipiendis et non recipiendis, Leipzig, 1912, p. 348. Autrement 
dit, si tel ćtait le cas, Tattribution du ąualificatif “apocryphe” au livre du Transitus 
Mariae n’est pas une mesure officiellc, il s’agit du jugcment d’un particulier qui comme 


OCP 59 (1993) 403-425 
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nc connait pas, pour 1’OrienL, un fait semblable. PhoLius, par excmplc, nc dii 
den au sujet de la lillerature sur le sort finał de Marie qu’il devait pourtant 
connattre. 

En ce qui conceme 1’utilisation des apocryphes dans la liturgie, la ques- 
tion se pose de mani&re radicalement differente en Occident et en Orient. En 
Occident, 1’Eglise, & cause de Paffaire de Priscillien et des priscillianistes, a 
assez vite essaye d’interdire 1’utilisation des exlra-canoniques dans la 
liturgie. En Orient, 1’Eglise, plus laxiste, mais surtout plus divisće, a laisse 
faire et les ecrits extra-canoniques ont pćnetrć dans la liturgie. 

L’examen des homeliaires n’est jamais denue d’interet. Dans le cas 
present, il sera surtout revelateur de la fonction liturgique des Transitus 
Mariae , du moins pour le principal d’entre eux. 

C’est pourquoi, on presentera plusieurs homeliaires: les premiers appar- 
dennent a la tradition grecque; les seconds a la tradition armćnienne. 

Auparavant, il faut souligner que les homćliaires n’ont fait 1’objet que de 
trop rares recherches 2 . C’est un domaine ou il resle beaucoup & faire. 


tel rfengage quc Iui. D’ailleurs, ce n’est qu’au IXcmc sićcle que le Decret gćlasien 
penctrera dans les collections canoniques (cf. aussi sur ce point E. Amann, in RB 10 
(1913), p. 604). 

2 Pour une introduction generale, on peut se rćfćrer & H. Barrć-R. Gregoire, Art. 
“Homćliaires", in DSp 7 (1969), col. 597-617. 

D’un point de vue mćthodologique, la consultation des travaux sur les homćliaires 
latins, dont il nc sera pas queslion ici, est nćanmoins utile: R. Grćgoire, Les homeliaires 
du Moyen Age. Inventaire et analyse des manuscrits, Romę, 1966; R. Grćgoire, 
Homeliaires liturgiques medievaux. Analyses de manuscrits, Spolćte, 1980 (ce dernier 
reprend, en les modifiant, certaincs donnees du premier). En cc qui conceme les 
homćliaires grees, il cxisie bicn sur 1’indispensable travail de A. Ehrhard, Uberlieferung 
und Bestand der hagiographischen und homiletischen Literatur der griechischen Kirche 
von den Anfdngen bis zum Ende des 16. Jahrhundert, 3 volumes, Leipzig, 1937-1952 
(TU 50-52), utilement complćlć par les recherches de F. Paschke, “Uberblick ilber dic 
hagiographischen und homiletischen Textsammlungen der griechischen Kirche", in Die 
beiden griechischen Klementinen-Epitomen und ihre Anhdnge, Berlin, 1966, p. 81-108 
et de L. Perria, / manoscritti citati da Albert Ehrhard , Romę, 1979. II faul aussi relevcr 
une excellente rcccnsion de l’ouvrage d’Albert Ehrhard par C. Martin, “Aux sourccs de 
1’hagiographie et de l’homilćtique byzantines”, in Byz 12 (1937), p. 347-362. 

Enfin, pour l’homilćtique orientale, il convient de mentionner un precieux aniele de 
R. Gregoire, “Les homćliaires liturgiques des Eglises d’Orieni”, in Melto 4 (1970), p. 37- 
53. 
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Les homćliaires mariaux n’onl etc que fort peu etudies. On peut citcr 
Viclor Laurenl qui a decrit un panegyrique marial 3 . II s’agit du manuscrit de 
Paris BN Coislin gr. 274, copie au XVIIeme siecle, qui transmet un home- 
liaire bien plus ancien, probablement du XIVeme sibcie. Ce codex conlient 
des pieces pour les fetes mariales de la Nativite (8 septembre), de la 
Presentation (21 novembre), de la Purification (2 fevrier), de 1’ Annonciation 
(25 mars) et de 1’Assomption (15 aoflt) 4 . 

II faut aussi altirer 1’attention sur un homeliaire fort ancien pour les fetes 
en 1’honneur de Jesus et de Marie. II s’agit du manuscrit Sinaiticus gr. 491, 
de la fin du VIIIeme ou du debut du IXeme siecle, qui, outre le Prolevangile 
de Jacques, fournit le texte unique d’une homelie de Thćoteknos de Livias 
sur 1’assomption 5 . Celte piece est consideree, par son editeur A. Wengcr, 
comme la plus ancienne homelie sur le sort finał dc Marie, elle daterail de la 
fin du VIeme ou du debut du VIIcme siecle, elle serait donc anterieure aux 
trilogies homiletiques d’Andre de Crete, de Jean de Damas et dc Gcrmain de 
Constantinople 6 . On devine 1’importance d’un lei manuscrit qui, de plus, est 
si ancien. 

Venons-cn maintenanl a ccrtains homeliaires caractćristiques de la tradi- 
tion grecque. 

Les homeliaires de la tradition grecque 

Trois homeliaires seront principalemenl consideres: ce sont les plus 
anciens connus qui foumissent le texte de la Dormitio grecquc du Pseudo- 
Jean. II s’agit de trois manuscrits deposes a la Bibliotheque Vaticane. En 
outre, on examinera aussi un demier homćliaire qui, lui, contient le texte du 
Discours sur la dormidon de la Vierge de Jean de Thessalonique. II s’agit 
d’un manuscrit dćpose a la Bibliotheąue Nationale de Yienne. 


3 V. Laurent, “L’homeliaire marial du Coislin gr. 274 et l’activitć palćographique du 
mćtropolite de Mechymne Gabriel Summaripa”, in Revista Arhivelar 6 (1945), p. 145- 
155. 

4 II s’agit d’un manuscrit dćjb signale par A. Ehrhard, op. cit., t. 2, Leipzig, 1938, p. 
205. Le Paris BN Coislin gr. 274 ne contient que des homćlies, aucun rćcit 
hagiographique. Pour la fele du 15 aout, lc programme est le suivant: Andre de Crete, 
homćlies 3, 2 el 1; Jean de Damas, homćlies 2, 1 et 3; enfin Thomelie dc Modeste de 
Jćrusalem. 

5 A. Wenger, L’Assomption de la T. S. Vierge dans la tradition byzantine du Vleme 
au Xeme siecle, Eludes et documcnis, Paris, 1955, p. 96-99, donnę une de.scription 
dćtaillćc de ce manuscrit. II etait dćjd decrit par A. Ehrhard, op. cit., i. 2, Leipzig, 1938, 
p. 195-197. 

6 Cf. A. Wenger, op. cii., Paris, 1955, p. 103. 
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On s’intćressera exclusivement aux programmes que ces manuscrits pre- 
sentent pour la fete du 15 aoflt. 

Programme au 15 aouidans lc Valican gr. 455 7 : 

Koimesis. Homćlie d’Andre de Crćte. 

Koimesis. Homelie d’Andre de Crete. 

Koimesis. Homćlie d’Andre de Crete. 

Koimesis. Homelie de Germain de Constantinople. 
Koimesis. Homelie de Jean de Damas. 

Koimesis. Homćlie de Jean de Damas. 

Koimesis. Rćcil de Jean le Theologien. 

Origine du ms.: ? 

Datę du ms.: DCeme-X£me siccle. 

Type de ms.: Panegyrique semeslriel. 

Dans le programme du Vaticanus gr. 455, la Dormitio du Pseudo-Jean 
vient a la suitę d’une sćrie d’homelies sur le sort finał de Marie: les trois 
d’Andrć de Criite, une de Germain de Constantinople (BHG 1119b) et deux 
de Jean de Damas. 

Programme au 15 aout dans le Valican gr. 1671 8 : 

Koimesis. Rćcit de Jean le Thćologien. 

Koimesis. Homelie de Theodore Studite. 

Koimesis. Homelie d’Andre de Crćte. 

Koimesis. Homćlie d’Andrć de Crete. 

Koimesis. Homelie d’Andrć de Crćte. 

Koimesis. Homćlie de Jean de Damas. 

Koimesis. Homćlie de Jean de Damas. 

Origine du ms.: Copie au monastćre du Studion a Constantinople. 
Datę du ms.: X6me siecle. 

Type de ms.: Menologe premćlaphrastique du mois d’aoflt. 

Dans le Vaticanus gr. 1671, au contraire, la Dormitio du Pseudo-Jean 
precćde la serie d’homelies parmi lesquelles on retrouve celles d’Andrć de 

7 Cf. A. Ehrhard, op. eit., t. 2, Leipzig, 1938, p. 113-119. 

8 Cf. A. Ehrhard, op. cit., i. 1, Leipzig, 1937, p. 113-119. 
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Crete ct de Jean de Damas, en revanche la pibce de Germain de Constan- 
tinopie esl remplacee par celle de Thćodore Studite. 

Programme au 15 aout dans le Vatican gr. 1633 9 10 : 

Koimesis. Recit de Jean le Thćologicn. 

Koimesis. Homelie d’Andrć de Cróle. 

Koimesis. Homelie d’Andrć de Cróle. 

Koimesis. Homelie d’Andrć de Crete. 

Origine du ms.: ? 

Datę du ms.: Xemc-XIeme siecle. 

Type de ms.: Panegyrique annuel italo-grec. 

Le programme que prćsente le Vaticanus gr. 1633 est bref: la Dormitio 
du Pseudo-Jean est suivie de la trilogie homiletique d’Andre de Crete, le 
premier panegyriste grec, d’origine palestinienne, sur le sort finał de Marie. 

Voil& pour les Lrois manuscrits qui foumissent le texte de la Dormitio 
grecque du Pseudo-Jean. Passons maintenant it un manuscrit qui contient le 
Discours de Jean de Thessalonique. 

Programme au 15 aout dans le Vicnne hist. gr. 45'°: 

Koimesis. Discours de Jean de Thessalonique. 
Koimesis. Homelie d’Andre de Crete. 

Koimesis. Homelie d’Andrć de Cr£te. 

Koimesis. Homelie d’Andre de Crete. 

Koimesis. Homelie de Germain de Constantinople. 
Koimesis. Homelie de Germain de Constantinople. 
Koimesis. Homelie de Germain de Constantinople. 
Koimesis. Homelie de Jean dc Damas. 

Koimesis. Homelie de Jean de Damas. 

Koimesis. Homćlie de Jean de Damas. 

Origine du ms.: Copie a Constantinople. 

Datę du ms.: XIeme siecle. 

Type de ms.: Menologe du mois d’aout. 


9 Cf. A. Ehrhard, op. cit., t. 2, Leipzig, 1938, p. 134-142. 

10 Cf. A. Ehrhard, op. cit., t. 1, Leipzig, 1937, p. 682-688. 
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Dans !e manuscrit de Vienne, le Discours de Jean de Thessalonique, qui 
remplace la Dormitio du Pseudo-Jean, preccide les trilogies homilśtiques 
d’Andre de Crcite, de Germain de Constantinople et de Jean de Damas. 
C’est, si on peul dire, un programme complet, classique meme, qui se ren- 
contre loul partieulieirement dans les homeliaires fournissant le texte de Jean 
de Thessalonique. N’oublions pas que le but avouś de l’archeveque de Thes- 
salonique (premiere moitie du VIIeme siecle) etait de remplacer un ecrit 
qualifie d’apocryphe, peut-etre le Pseudo-Jean. Les programmes de nom- 
breux manuscrits paraissent avoir respecte cet objectif. 

Une comparaison de ces programmes est-elle pertinente, et surtout peut- 
elle nous aider a siluer la Dormitio du Pseudo-Jean dans son milieu de vie, 
son Sitz im I^ben (naissance, destination, croissance, fonction)? II faul 
reconnaitre qu’une telle comparaison n’esl convainquante que sur un seul 
point: la fonction liturgique de ce texte. 

Quanl a la composition programmatique, elle semble repondre a un ordre 
plus ou moins prćcis: le recit de Jean le Theologien est accompagne d’un 
nombre variable d’homelies d’Andre de Crete, de Germain de Constanlino- 
ple et de Jean de Damas. L’introduction d’une homelie de Theodore Studite 
dans ce type de programme est assez rarc; le cas du Vaticanus gr. 1671 se 
comprend quand on sail que ce manuscrit a ete copie au monastere du 
Studion a Constantinople, dont 1’auteur de la pi6ce est le fondateur. II en est 
de meme dans le demier manuscrit examine, a la diflerence que le recit de 
Jean le Theologien est remplace par le Discours de Jean de Thessalonique, 
comme cela est frequemment le cas dans les manuscrits qui contiennent ce 
texte. II est possible que le Vaticanus gr. 1633, qui ne contient que des 
homelies d’Andre de Crcite, foumisse un programme qui soit premier par 
rapport aux autres. La trilogie homilćtique d’Andre de Crete etant plus 
ancienne que celles de Germain de Constantinople ou de Jean de Damas. 
Mais on le voit, 1’argument est faible. En revanche, il n’est pas impossible 
que le Vienne hist. gr. 45, qui contient les trilogies homileliques des trois 
docteurs de la dormition, presente une formę programmatique achevee. 

Ces constatations descriptives conduisent-elles a des remarques criti- 
ques? Permettent-elles de serrer de plus pres 1’histoire du milieu de vie du 
texte? En d’autres termes, une comparaison programmalique aide-t-elle a 
mieux comprendre le milieu de diffusion et de transmission d’un lexte? Un 
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article rćcent de Michel van Esbroeck tendrait a repondre positivement a ces 
questicns 11 . 

Passons maintenant a cerlains homeliaircs caractćristiques de la tradition 
armenienne. 

LES HOMŹLIAIRES DE LA TRADITION ARMENIENNE 

Les homeliaircs armeniens ont fait recemment 1’objcL d’etudes de la part 
de Charles Renoux' 2 , de Jean Muyldermans 13 , mais aussi de Michel van 
Esbroeck et de Ugo Zanetti 14 . 

On examinera principalemeni le programmc au 15 aoflt que presente le 
manuscrit Paris BN arm. 110. Mais, il ne faul pas perdre de vue que bien 
d’autres manuscrils armćnicns ont des programmes identiques ou presque 
identiques. 

Programme au 15 aoflt dans le Paris BN arm. 110 15 : 

Leltre de Denys 1’Arćopagite Tite (BHO 642). 

Jean Chrysostome, Sur la Viergc (1’homćlic est probablement 
de Proclus) 16 . 

Transitus Mariae (BHO 640-641). 

Histoire de 1’assomption de la Theolokos et de I’image de 
Hogeac' Vank' (BHO 662). 

Origine du ms.: Jćrusalem. 

Datę du ms.: 1194. 

Type de ms.: Homeliaire. 


11 M. van Esbroeck, “Le manuscrit syriaąuc NouveIlc Sćric 4 de Lćningrad (Vcme 
sifecle)”, in Melanges Antoine Guillaumont. Contributions a 1'elude des dtristianismes 
orientaux, Genfeve, 1988, p. 211-219. 

12 C. Renoux, “Casoc' ct Tonakan armeniens. Dśpendancc ct complćmentaritć”, in 
Ecclesia Orans 4 (1987), p. 169-201; C. Renoux, “Le Casoc', Typicon-Lectionnaire: 
origines et ćvolutions”, in REArm 20 (1986-1987), p. 123-151. 

12 J. Muyldermans, “Notę sur le Parisinus Armćnien 110”, in REArm 1 (1964), p. 
101 - 120 . 

14 M. van Esbroeck-U. Zanetti, “Le manuscrit Erćvan 993. Inveniaire des pieccs", in 
REArm 12 (1977), p. 123-167; M. van Esbroeck, “Description du repertoire dc 
1’homeliaire de Mus (Matćnadaran 7729)”, in REArm 18 (1984), p. 237-280. 

15 Cf. C. Renoux, op. cii., in Ecclesia Orans 4 (1987), p. 197. 

16 Cette pifece (= CPG 5804/BHG 1134) ne releve pas en principe de la fele dc la 
Dormition et de 1’ Assomplion mais de celle dc la Memoire de la Thcotokos. 
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Le programme du manuscrit armenien 110 dc la BN dc Paris propose les 
lectures suivantes: la Lcllrc dc Denys 1’Arćopagite & Tilc, un apocryphe 
connu seulement en armćnien; une homćlie attribućc & Jean Chrysostome, 
en fait un Pseudo-Chrysostome que la rechcrchc modernę reattribue a 
Proclus dc Constantinoplc; Ic Transitus Mariac armenien, encore un apo¬ 
cryphe; enfin une Lettre d’un Pseudo-Motse de Chordne & Sahak Arcruni sur 
1’image dc la Thćotokos dc Hogeac' Vank\ unc tradilion fondalrice d’un 
monastćre et lieu saint en Armenie. 

II faut remarquer qu’un aulre manuscrit, le Erevan, Matenadaran 7729, 
prćsente un programme presque similaire. II y a seulement inversion dans 
1’ordre des lectures: lc Transitus Mariac venant avanl 1’homelie pscudo- 
chrysostomienne 17 . 

Programme au 15 aout dans le Erćvan, Matenadaran 7729 18 : 

Lcltrc de Denys I’Areopagitc a Tite (BHO 642). 

Transitus Mariae (BHO 640-641). 

Jean Chrysostome, Sur la Vicrge (1’homćlie est probablcmcnt 
de Proclus) 19 . 

Histoire de 1’assomption de la Thćotokos et dc l’image de 
Hogeac' Vank' (BHO 662), 

Originc du ms.: Armenie. 

Datę du ms.: 1200-1204 

Typc dc ms.: Homeliaire. 

On peut profiter dc Toccasion pour signaler un manuscrit, le Paris BN 
arm. 1 17 20 , qui contient des lectures exceptionnellement rares, comme les 


17 Ces memes lectures se retrouvent aussi de manierę prcsąue scmblable dans le 
Erevan, Matćnadaran 993 (de 1456): 339. Lettre de Denys 1’Areopagite a Tite (BHO 
642); 340. Transitus Mariae (BHO 640-641); 437. Histoire de 1’assomption de la 
Thćotokos et de 1’image dc Hogeac' Vank' (BHO 662). Notons que la dernićre piece ne 
figurę pas au 15 aout, mais qu’elle est copiee prcsąue a la fin du ms, comme si ellc avait 
śtć oubliee. A ce sujet, cf. M. van Esbroeck-U. Zanetti, op. cit., in REArm 12 (1977), p. 
157 et 164. 

18 Cf. M. van Esbroeck, art. cit., in REArm 18 (1984), p. 274. 

19 Cf. supra, p. 6, n. 16. 

20 Le Paris BN arm. 117, est datć de 1307 et a ćtć copie en Crimće. Pour une 
description, cf. F. Macler, Calalogue des manuscrits armeniens et georgiens de la 
Bibliotheque Nationale de Paris, Paris, 1908, p. 59-60. 
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versions armeniennes de 1’homelie sur la dormition de Marie attribuće a 
Jacques-de Saroug et de 1’Epitome du Discours sur la dormition de la Sainte 
Vierge de Jean de Thessalonique, pieces encore non publiees. Lc nieme 
manuscrit foumit aussi le texte unique d’une homelie sur la dormition de 
Marie attribuće a Jean Chrysostome, en fait un Pseudo-Chrysostome; ce 
demier va 6tre incessamment edite par M. van Esbroeck 21 . 

Rappelons que les homćliaires armćniens, tout comme les lectionnaires, 
sont d’un interet majeur pour la connaissance de la liturgie palestinienne 
antćrieure au Xeme siecle. Les recherches de C. Renoux sur les lectionnaires 
et homćliaires armeniens ont demontre leur mutuelle dependance et com- 
plementarile, ainsi que l’influence de la liturgie hagiopolite qui n’est plus a 
dćmontrer 22 . 

D’autres traditions linguistiques permettent de telles approches. On peut 
citer en exemple des manuscrits arabes oii la meme structure se rencontre: 

— dans le Vaticanus arabe 698, datę du XIVeme siecle, aux folios 51v- 
84v on trouve une Dormitio, prćcćdee aux folios 41v-48v d’une homelie sur 
1’assomption de Marie attribuee a Theophile de Landra et suivie aux folios 
85-102 d’un sermon sur 1’assomption de la Vierge altribue a Theodose 
d’Alexandrie; 

— dans lc Paris BN arabe 150, datę de 1606, la Dormitio que Ton trouve 
aux folios 157v-170v, est suivie aux folios 171-192v, d’une homelie sur 
1’assomplion de la Vierge attribuće a Cyrille de Jerusalem. 

Les exemples de la sorte pourraient se multiplier en ce qui conceme la 
tradilion lillćraire arabe sur le sort finał de Marie 23 . 

II faut souligner qu’une telle enquete n’est pas possible, ni pour tous les 
textes, ni dans toutes les traditions linguistiques. Dans la tradilion syriaque, 
par exemple, elle est plus difficile. Les manuscrits syriaques qui nous trans- 
meltent certains Transitus Mariae sont trćs anciens, ils dalent de la fin du 
Veme ou du dćbut du VIeme siecle. Ces manuscrits ne presentent plus de 
programme original. II foumissent des textes soit fragmentaires, soit 
complets, mais qui dans un cas comme dans l’autre figurent dans un 


21 M. van Esbroeck, “Une homćlie armćnienne sur la Dormilion attribuee a 
Chrysostome”, in OC 74 (1990), p. 199-233. 

22 Cf. supra, p. 6, n. 12. 

23 Voir encore les manuscrits Saint Macairc 381 (Hag. 15); Musće copte 730 (Hist. 
486). 
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manuscrit composite 24 . D’autre part, dans les manuscrits, les rćcits et les 
homelies sur le sort finał de Marie ne figurent apparemment jamais 
ensemble 25 . Cela tient peut-elre & la composition des manuscrits syriaques 
qui semblent separer les genres homiletkjue et hagiographique, les Transitus 
relevant alors de ce demier. 

On doił donc constater que les recits du Transitus Mariae sont bien 
souvent precedes, encadres ou suivis par des homelies sur le sort finał de 
Marie. 

Sans vouloir gćneraliser les conclusions de ces analyses, il faul bien 
reconnattre, en ce qui conceme la lillerature qui nous occupe, que ces 
homeliaires presentent les caracteristiques suivantes: 

1. les Transitus Mariae figurent en datę du 15 aoflt, ils etaient donc 
utilisćs pour la celebration qui avait licu en ce jour; 

2. ils sont precedes, encadres ou suivis d’homelies sur le sort fmal de 
Marie qui ćtaient lues au cours de la cćlebration du 15 aout. 

On peut donc difficilement mettre en doute 1’hypothbse que ces Transitus 
Mariae aient pu servir de lecture liturgique lors de la fete du 15 aoflt. La 
fonction liturgique de ces ecrits se trouve confortee, d’une certaine manibre, 
par l’enquflte dans les homćliaires. 

Ajoutons qu’un texte grec sur le sort finał de Marie, 1’Epitomć du 
Discours sur la dormition de la Sainie Vierge de Jean de Thessalonique, a 
ete relrouve insere dans un typicon. II s’agit du typicon du manuscrit Patmos 
266 qui appartient au rite dit cathedral de Conslantinople; un document 
copić au X£me sieele refletanl, selon A. Baumstark, la liturgie de la capitalc 
imperiale au IXeme sieele 26 . L’Epitome de Jean de Thessalonique est 


24 C’est le cas notamment du manuscrit Londres BL Add. 14484 doni lc programme 
actuel est le suivani: f. 1-8: Dormitio fragmentaire (ćcriture de la fin du Vćme ou du 
dćbut du VIćme s.); f. 9-11: Dormitio fragmentaire (ćcriture du Xeme ou du XIćme s.); 
f. 12a-14b: Protćvangile de Jacques (ćcriture du Vleme s. ); f. 14b-16a: Śvangile de 
1’Enfance du Pseudo-Thomas (ecriture du VIćme s. ); f. 16a-45a: Dormitio complćle 
(ćcriture du VIćme s. ). Ces trois demićres pićces sont de la meme main. Cf. W. Wright, 
Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts in the Briiish Museum. . l. 1, Londres, 1870, p. 
98-100. 

25 Voir par exemple le Londres BL Add. 12165, volumineux homeliaire liturgique 
jacobite, qui ne contient siriciement que des homćlics, dont notamment pour le 15 aout, 
le sermon sur la dormition attribuć & Jacques de Saroug. Cl'. J. -M. Sauget, “Pour une 
interpretation de la structure de 1’homćliaire syriaque: Ms. British Library Add. 12165”, 
in Ecclesia Orans 3 (1986), p. 121-146. 

26 Au sujet du typicon du Patmos 266, cf. A. Baumstark, “Das Typikon der Paimos- 
Handscrift 266 und die altkonstantinopolitanische Gottesldiensiordnung”, in Jahrbuch 
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introduit par la formule Ael eiSćuai. Cette formule est utilisec couramment 
en liturgie; elle introduit soit des usages liturgiques, soit des lectures 
patristiques et hagiographiques. On connait trois autres manuscrits de ce 
texle, ils sont tous posterieurs au Patmos 266 et ils sont tous introduits par la 
formule Ael eiSewu. Une rapide enquete dans les programmes de ces 
manuscrits permettrait d’etablir les contextes dans lesquels cet ecrit se 
retrouve. La version de cet Epitome, qui figurę dans le Patmos 266, publiee 
d’ailleurs par A. Dimitrievskij 27 , est ecourtśe. La question se pose donc de 
savoir si cet Epitome a ete redige dans une oplique strictement liturgiquc. 
C’est bien possible. En tout cas avec ce document, on a la preuve formelle 
de 1’intrusion d’un soi-disant apocryphe dans la liturgie 28 . 

En ce qui conceme le syteme des lectures dans la liturgie grecque, il faut 
souligner qu’il s’agit la d’un terrain encore bien peu dćfrichć 29 . Nos con- 
naissances dans ce domaine sont trop elemenlaires pour permettre d’etablir 
des regles et de tirer des conclusions. 

Dej&, en 1832, Thilo faisait remarquer, avcc beaucoup de justesse, a 
propos du Prolevangile de Jacques, un autre texte marial, soi-disant apo¬ 
cryphe, que les divers manuscrits connus sont en quelque sorle des livres 
liturgiques 30 . En effel, le Prolevangile de Jacques apparaTt souvent, dans les 
manuscrits, au milieu de pibces homiletiques et hagiographiques, disposees 
pour 1’usage liturgique, c’est-a-dire precedees d’indications relatives a la 
fete. 

Une queslion maintenant se pose: les Transitus Mariae ont-ils etc rediges 
dans ce but? Autrement dit, leur destination premibre a-t-elle toujours ćte la 
lecture liturgique? 


/itr Liturgiewissenschafi 6 (1926), p. 98-111. Le typicon du Patmos 266 appartient au rite 
dit cathćdial de Constantinople; il s’agit d’un document copie au Xeme sifecle qui 
reflfeterait, selon A. Baumstark, la liturgie de la capitale imperiale au IXfeme sifecle. 

27 Cf. A. Dimiirievskij, Opisanie liturgićeskih rukopisej, t. 1. Tumicd, Kiev, 1895, p. 
104-105. 

28 Nous tenons & remercier Andrć Lossky, de l’Universitć de Lausanne, pour ses 
prćcieuses indications sur la liturgie byzantine. 

29 P. -M. Gy, “La question du sytfeme des lectures dans la liturgie byzantine’’, in 
Miscellanea liturgica in onore di S. E. il Cardinale Giacomo Lercaro, l. II, Romę, 1967, 
p. 251-261. Voir aussi, P. -M. Gy, “La Bibie dans la liturgie au Moyen Age”, in Bibie de 
tous les temps, i. IV. Le Moyen Age et la Bibie, Paris, 1984, p. 537-553. On doił aussi se 
reporter il C. Renoux, “La lecture biblique dans la liturgie de Jerusalem", in Bibie de tous 
les temps, 1 .1. Le monde grec ancien et la Bibie, Paris, 1984, p. 399-420 

30 Cf. 1. C. Thilo, Codex Apocryphus Novi Testamenti, t. I, Leipzig, 1832. 
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Bień des indices orientent & rćpondre positivement & celte ąuestion. Pour 
cela, on presentera maintenant un des Transitus les plus cćtebres dans 
1’Orient grec, en tout cas le plus utilise dans la liturgie grecque, si on en juge 
par la richesse de sa tradilion manuscrite, il s’agit de la Dormitio grecque du 
Pseudo-Jean. 

2feME TEMPS: L’ANALYSE D’UN ECR1T SUR LE SORT FINAŁ DE MARIE 

La Dormitio grecque du Pseudo-Jean a ćte l’ecrit sur le sort finał de 
Marie le plus diffuse 31 . Pour son etude, on procedera en deux ćtapes qui 
correspondent a deux typcs d’analyse: 

lbre etape: 1’analyse litteraire. Apres un rćsume et une structure de 
l’oeuvre, la delimitation des espaces litteraires fera ressorlir les differentes 
localisations qui les caracterisent. 

2bme ćtape: 1’analyse liturgique. On essayera de demontrer si les espaces 
litteraires correspondent a des espaces liturgiques. 

Tout d’abord unc question de vocabulaire: on distinguera cntrc les 
espaces litteraires (les scenes) et les espaces liturgiques (les stations). Le but 
d’une telle distinction est de parvenir a contróler si les espaces sceniques 
eorrespondent aux espaces stationnals. 

Analyse litteraire 

Le texte de la Dormitio du Pseudo-Jean utilise est celui edite naguere par 
Konstantin von Tischendorf 32 . II s’agit d’un texte eclectique qui repose sur 
la collation de cinq manuscrits et sur la consultation de cinq autres 
manuscrits. Etant donnę le grand nombre de codices qui sont censćs contenir 
ce texte (entre 50 et 100 selon A. Wenger) et l’etat actuel des recherches, on 
a choisi de baser encore ce travail sur 1’edition de Tischendorf. 

Remarquons que dresser la listę des manuscrits qui foumissent le lexte 
de la Dormitio du Pseudo-Jean est un exercice perilleux. Deux exemples 
suffiront & faire comprendre les problemes qui se posent: le ms. Paris BN 
Coislin gr. 121 a un recit sur le sort finał de Marie attribue a “Jean Papólre 
et theologien”, en rćalite il s’agit du Discours de Jean de Thessalonique; le 
ms. Vaticanus gr. 1982 conlient aussi un recit sur le sort finał de Marie, 
egalement attribue au “Theologien et evangelisle saint Jean”, la encore, 
1’attribution est erronec, il s’agit en realite d’un Transitus crratique, 
totalement different de celui du Pseudo-Jean. 


31 11 s’agit de BHG 1055-1056. Ce texte attend encore une ćdition critiąue moderne. 

32 K. von Tischendorf, Apocalypses Apocryphae, Leipzig, 1866, p. 95-112. 
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II va de soi que le Lexte publić par Tischendorf ne rend pas compte de 
toutes les variantes que prćsentent les manuscrits. Ces variantes sont parfois 
importantes. D’autre part, les choix de Tischendorf sont parfois etonnants. 
Par exemple, pour le paragraphe 48, quatre manuscrits offrent une version 
fort diffćrente de celle choisie par Tischendorf et qui n’est representee que 
par un seul manuscrit (le Munich 276), la voici: les apótres sortent de 
Jerusalem portant le cercueil, soudain douze nuees lumineuses les soulćvent 
avec le corps de Marie pour les dćposer au paradis. Unc telle version ne 
considere pas le passage de Marie au tombcau. Ellc pourrait relever d’un 
milieu qui refuse 1’idee de la mort de Marie et de son passage au tombcau. A 
une telle formę correspond aussi la version latine publice par A. Wilmart 33 . 
D’apres M. Erbetta, malgre l’avis de K. von Tischendorf, une telle formę 
pourrait etre 1’originale 34 . On le voit, ce texte pose de nombreux problćmes 
issus des opinions doctrinales fort divergentes quc transmettent les 
manuscrits, opinions qui refletent des milieux differents et opposes. 

Entrons maintenant, dc plein pied, dans 1’analyse litteraire dc cc textc. 
Apres un resume de cette narration, on tentera d’en proposer une slructure. 

Resume de l’oeuvre: 

Le recit commence par une presentation de Marie se rendant tous les 
jours au Tombeau de Jćsus & Jerusalem, bicn qu’cllc habitc Bethlćem. Un 
vendredi, 1’archange Gabriel lui apparait et lui annonce qu’elle doit partir de 
ce monde comme ellc cn avait fait la demande. 

De relour en sa maison de Bethlćem, ellc demande k Jesus de lui 
permettre dc revoir Jean et les autres apótres. Comme elle s’inquiete que les 
juifs ne brulent son corps, Jesus la rassure cn lui disant que celui-ci ne sera 
pas soumis k la corruption. 

Les apótres encore vivants (Jean, Pierre, Paul, Thomas, Jacques et Marc) 
et ceux deja decedes (Andre, Philippe, Luc, Simon le Cananeen et Thaddee) 
sont rassembles autour de Marie, miraculeusement transportes sur des nuees. 
Tous (il s’agit dc Jean, Pierre, Paul, Thomas, Marc, Jacques, Matthieu pour 
les vivants; la listę des morts n’esl pas reprisc, mais on trouve une incise au 
sujet dc Barthćlemy, alors que dans la listę precedenle il n’est pas nomme) 
lui racontenl d’oii ils viennent et comment ils sont parvenus jusqu’a elle. 


33 A. Wilmart, “L’ancien rćcit łacin de 1’Assomption", in Analecta Reginensia. 
Extraits des manuscrits latins de la Reine Christine conserves au Vatican, Vatican, 1933, 
p. 357-362. 

34 Cf. M. Erbetta, GliApocrifi del Nuovo Testamento, l. 1/2, Turin, 1984, p. 491. 
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Des inllrmes se groupent pr£s de la maison de Marie; ceux qui 
l’invoquent sont miraculeusement gueris. Les juifs, jaloux de ces miracles, 
veulent donner 1’assaut a la maison. Marie, avec les apótres, est alors 
merveilleusement transporlće de sa maison de Bethlćem a celle de 
Jerusalem, tandis qu’un ange met a mai les assaillants. 

Le dimanche suivant, 1’Esprit Saint avertit les apótres de 1’imminence du 
depart de Marie. A la suitę de quoi, Jesus apparait a sa móre et lui annonce 
que son corps precieux va etre transporte au paradis, tandis que son ame sera 
reęue dans les cieux, dans les tresors de son Póre. A la demande des apótres, 
Marie adresse a Jćsus une prierc pour le monde et spćcialement pour ceux 
qui cel&breront sa “memoire”. Jesus reęoit alors 1’ame de Marie, les apótres 
devant s’occuper de son corps. 

Au cours des obsóques de Marie, un juif nommć Jephonias essaie de 
profaner son corps: ses mains sont miraculeusement dessechees et restent 
attachees au cercueil, il les recouvrera par une invocation a Marie, M&re de 
Dieu. 

Les apótres dćposent le corps de Marie dans un sepulcre neuf & 
Gethsemani. Durant trois jours ils veillenl aupres de son tombeau, ecoutant 
des mćlodies angeliques et sentant des parfums delicats. Au troisióme jour, 
les chants cessent, & ce signe, les apótres comprennenl que Marie a ete 
transportec au paradis (c’est la version du Munich 276). 

Certains manuscrits s’accordent a faire transporter les apótres au paradis 
en compagnie de Marie. Et meme a les faire assister a une ceremonie de 
vćnćration des reliques (c’est-a-dire des restes) de Marie par Elisabeth, 
Annę et les saints de 1’Ancien Testament. 

On le conslate, dans ce recit l’intervention du merveilleux ou du mira- 
culeux, propre au genre hagiographique, est importante. On peut dire que 
Tirreel cótoie constamment le reel; que Tirreel est toujours la cle, le 
denouemenl du reel. Par exemple, au dćsir de Marie de revoir les apótres, le 
narrateur n’hesite pas & les reunir de manióre merveilleuse, aussi bien les 
vivants que les disparus. 

D’autre part, il faul souligner que Marie gardę toujours l’initiative: elle 
demande & quitter ce monde; elle souhaite la presence des apótres; elle tienl 
un role important de mediatrice auprós de Jesus. 

Structure de l’oeuvre: 

Une distribution en quatre actes se laisse entrevoir dans le cours du recit: 
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— ler acte: 1’annoncc de l’ange & Marie (§ 1 k 3): c’est le plus court, il 
introduit et prćsente le recit; 

— 2óme acte: Tarnyce des apótres auprós de Marie (§ 4 a 31): c’est le 
plus developpe; 

— 3£me acte: le depart de Marie (§ 32 k 45); 

— 4eme acte: les obseques de Marie (§ 46 & 50). 

Les actes 3 et 4 sont les plus importants; ils sont essentiels au recit; ils 
foumissent les indications doctrinales sur le sort finał de Marie 35 . 

Dans chaque acte, les juifs apparaissent de maniere negative: a 1’acte 1, 
ils se plaignent des visites assidues de Marie au tombeau de Jćsus; a 1’actc 2, 
ils sont irrites k cause des miracles realises par Marie; en acte 3, ils essaient 
d’incendier la maison de Marie; k 1’acte 4, l’un d’enlre eux, du nom de 
Jćphonias, tente d’outrager le cercueil de Marie. Leur reaction est presentće 
en crescendo : la plainte devient irritation; de la maison, on veut allenler au 
corps de Marie. L’hostilitć des juifs contraste avec la moderalion du 
gouvemeur romain (cf. § 30 et 36). II est bien entendu que cette particularite 
littćraire, qui n’est pas essentielle k la narration, s’inscrit dans le cadre des 
polemiques entre chretiens et juifs et releve du genre des Adversus ludaeos. 
On peut souligner que le fait que cette caracteristique revient a chaque acte 
est un argument en faveur d’une lecture qui se deroulait cn plusieurs temps, 
au cours desquels on rappelait chaque fois 1’attitude negative des juifs a 
1’egard de Marie. 

Chaquc acte est localise en un lieu particulier: 1’annonce de 1’ange se 
passe a Jerusalcm; l’arrivśe des apótres, a Bethlćem; le dćpart et les 
obsćques de Marie, de nouveau a Jerusalcm. Aucune precision topographi- 
que n’est foumic au sujet des maisons de Marie, il est seulement dit qu’elles 


35 Unc analyse structurale de ce rćcit, ainsi distribuć, donnerait le rćsultal suivant: 
Annonce dc l’ange a Marie. Obseques du corps de Marie, 

(ciel) \ (lerre) 


1 

Dćpart de 1’ame de Marie. 1 
(ciel) 


A 


Arrivćc des apotres. 
(lerre) 


Unc telle analyse, aussi succinctc soil-elle, montre quc 1’annonce de 1’ange & Marie 
impose, en quelque sonę, rarrivćc des apótres afin qu’ils puissent s’occuper des 
obsćąucs du corps, Jćsus se chargeant de l’ame. Jesus est l’adjuvant qui intervient a tous 
les stades du rćcit: au ler acte, 1’angc transmet le message de Jćsus d Marie; au 2ćme 
acte, il la tranquillisc; au 3ćme acte, il assure le dćpan de son ame; au 4ćmc acte, il 
garantit les obsćques de son corps et sa translation au paradis. 
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se trouvent a Bethlćem et a Jerusalem. Le tombeau de Marie, quant a lui, esl 
situe a Gethsćmani, donc de manierę prćcise 36 . II n’est jamais question d’un 
lieu de culte explicite ou implicite. Toutefois, le recit est fortement marque 
par les encensemenls (cf. § 1, 8, 9, 26, 38), qui lui donnenl “une forte saveur 
liturgique”, selon l’expression de M. van Esbroeck 37 . Remarquons de plus 
que les encensements ont loujours lieu a 1’occasion d’une priere et sur ordre 
de Marie, sauf au § 1 ou elle officie elle-meme. 

L’annonce de Gabriel & Marie a lieu au tombeau de Jesus sans plus de 
precision. Dans d’autres textes sur le sort finał de Marie, 1’annonce a lieu au 
Mont des 01iviers. 

La structure du recit laisse apparaitre une organisation trćs definie, 
realisee dans un but prćcis: k savoir une lecture liturgique, peut-etre dans le 
cadre d’une liturgie stationnale. 

Uanalyse liturgiąue 

Les espaces littćraires du Pseudo-Jean coYncident, selon moi, k quatre 
espaces liturgiques de Jerusalem ou se deroulaient les celebrations commć- 
morant la fin de Marie. 

Pour memoire, on rappellera que le Pseudo-Jean se laisse facilemcnt 
distribuer en 4 espaces littćraires qui correspondent a quatre espaces liturgi- 
ques, qui sont: 

1.1’espace littćraire de 1’annonce a Marie est situe a Jćrusalem; 

2. celui de l’arrivće des apótres, a Bethleem/maison; 

3. celui de la mort de Marie, a Jerusalem/maison; 

4. celui de l’ensevelissement dc Marie, a Jćrusalem/tombeau. 

Les stalions mariales que Ton va rapidement presenter sont donc celles 
de Jćrusalem, de Bethlćem, de Jćrusalcm/maison et de Jćrusalem/tombeau; 
elles relćvcnt toutes, precisons-le, des traditions sur le sort finał de Marie qui 
y sont attachćes. 

Auparavant, sans trop s’ćtendre, il ne sera pas inutile de donner des 
ćlements d’introduction sur les questions de stations et de processions. 


36 11 n’est pas impossible que cetie absence de prćcision dans les localisations, en 
dehors de Gethsćmani, relćve d’un etat tardif du texte, d’une ćpoque oi) toute la liturgie 
du 15 aout se deroulait uniąuement d Gethsćmani. 

37 Cf. M. van Esbroeck, “Les textes littćraires sur 1’Assomption avant le Xeme 
sićcle”, in Les Actes Apocryphes des Apótres, Genćve, 1981, p. 269. 
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Elements sur les questions de stations et de processions 

II est bien ćvident que ces deux questions entretiennent des rapports 
ćtroits: les liturgies stationnale et processionnelle dćpendent l’une de 1’autre, 
du moins en Orient. 

En ce qui conceme la liturgie stationnale , l’ouvrage de John F. 
Baldovin, paru recemment a Romę, est devenue la reference premiere 38 . 
L’auteur examine la liturgie stationnale & Jćrusalem, a Romę et & Constan- 
tinople; puis les caractbres d’un tel culte dans le milieu urbain 39 . La 
prćsentation de Baldovin est essentiellement descriptive; les sources sont 
discutćes mais aucune critique veritable n’est apportee. L’auteur parle des 
stations mariales mais ne dit rien au sujet d’une liturgie processionnelle. 

Dans un article recent, M. van Esbroeck s’est intćressć śk la liturgie 
mariale stationnale de Constantinople aux VI6me et VIIeme siecles, et l’a 
rapprochee de celle de Jerusalcm 40 . 

Mais ćtant donnć les changements intervenus dans la Ville Sainte & la 
suitę de la conquete et de 1’occupation perse de 614, il est difficile de 
projeter la liturgie du VIIeme siecle au VIćmc siccle. Par exemple: aprćs la 
restauration liturgique de Modeste, qui datę de 629/630, on localise la 
tradition de la maison de Marie (lieu de la dormition) a Sion et non plus a 
Gethsćmani et au Kathisma. Encore que les sources ne soient pas unanimes 
sur ce point, selon qu’elles sont anterieures ou posterieures & la domination 
perse en Palestine: les sources anterieures paraissent inclure la station au 
Kathisma alors que les sources posterieures ne considerent que la station it 
Sion. Ce changement peut s’expliquer par 1’insecurite qui regnait sur la 


38 J. H. Baldovin, The Urban Character of Christian Worship. The Origins, 
Development, and Meaning of Stational Liturgy, Romę, 1987. 

39 La ąuestion qui nous occupe est pratiąuement passće sous silence, Baldovin, 
signale seulemenl: 1. qu’aprćs la reconstruction de 1’ćglise de la Sainte Sion par 
Modeste, la tradition de la dormition de la Vierge s’y trouvait fixće (Cf. J. H. Baldovin, 
op. cit., Romę, 1987, p. 50); 2. au cours de l’examen du Lectionnaire armćnien, la 
mention au 15 aout de la celebration d’une fete de la mćmoire de Marie au deuxifeme 
mille de Bethlćem (Cf. J. H. Baldovin, op. cit., Romę, 1987, p. 71); 3. au cours de 
l'examen du Lectionnaire gćorgien, la mention au 15 aout de la cćlebratioti d’une fete de 
la dormition de Marie dans l’śglise de Gethsćmani (Cf. J. H. Baldovin, op. cit., Romę, 
1987, p. 79). 

40 M. van Esbroeck, “Le culte de la Vierge de Jćrusalcm & Constantinople aux 6eme - 
7ćme siecles”, in REByz 46 (1988), p. 181-190. 
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route entre Jerusalem et Bethleem, apres le deparl des perses, a cause des 
infiltrations des arabes musulmans 41 . 

En ce qui conceme la liturgie processionnale, pour Jerusalem, on ne 
dispose d’aucune etude particuli£re 42 . 

Apres ces preliminaires, abordons maintenant l’examen schemalique des 
diverses stations mariales distingućes et auxquelles le Pseudo-Jean ferait 
explicitement ou implicitement rćfćrence 43 . 

La station de Jerusalem: 

II s’agil de la station ou a lieu 1’annonce de 1’ange & Marie au sujel de 
son depart prochain. Dans la Dormitio du Pseudo-Jean, il est seulement 
queslion de Jerusalem, sans plus de precision 44 . Dans d’autres textes, mais 
non dans tous, la scene est localisee au Mont des 01iviers. II est possible que 
cette localisation soit & prendre en compte pour situer le ler acle de notre 
texte. 

Cette hypothbse est d’autanl plus envisageable, que la liturgie 
d’ouverture de la lete du 15 aout se serait dćroulće dans 1’eglise de 
Gethsemani; lieu oil on localisa d’abord la tradition de la maison de Marie, 
avant d’y fixer la tradition de son tombeau. Auquel cas, la procession serait 
partie de Gethsemani pour y revenir aprds un crochel par Bethleem. II n’est 
pas rare que les liturgies stationnales partent et reviennent au meme endroit. 


41 Cf. ^ ce sujel, ce quc dit Sophrone de Jćrusalem dans un de ses sermons (CPG 
7637/PG 87, col 3201-3212), empćche de cćlćbrer la Nalivite & Bethlśem, il officie ^ 
Sainte-Maric-I a-Neu ve. 

La premiere incursion des arabes musulmans en Palestine est datće de 629/630. A 
parlir de 634/635, Jerusalem est isolće du reste de la Palestine; la ville ne capitulera 
qu’en 638. 

42 Aussi est-on obligć de se reporter & des travaux d’epistćmologie comme ceux de P. 
Doncoeur, “Sens humain de la procession”, in MD 43 (1955), p. 29-36, de I. -H. 
Dalmais, “Notę sur la sociologic des processions”, in MD 43 (1955), p. 37-42 et dc A. - 
G. Martimort, "Les diverscs formes de procession dans la liturgie”, in MD 43 (1955), p. 
43-73. 

On peut aussi se rćfćrer un aniele intóressant qui porte sur les processions a 
Constantinople, cf. R. Janin, “Les processions religieuses & Byzance”, in REByz 24 
(1966), p. 68-88. 

43 Cette prćsentatioti repose sur les rćsultats d’une ćtude de la genfese et de 
l’ćvolution des traditions anciennes sur le sort finał dc Marie, qui est en cours 
d’actevement et de publication. 

44 La mention du saint sepulcre dc Jesus (§ 1) ne renvoie pas i une localisation 
prćcise. Dans le texie, en effet, il est question de tw <iy[qi pvr|n<m et non pas 
d’Anastasis (site traditionnel du tombeau de Jćsus). 
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La station de Bethleem: 

C’est la station ou a lieu la reunion miraculeuse des apótres autour de 
Marie. Le texte de la Dormitio du Pseudo-Jean ne donnę pas de precision, ni 
sur le nom de la station, ni sur sa distance par rapport a Jćrusalem ou a 
Bethleem, comme le font en revanche cerlains documents liturgiques. 

Les sources liturgiques georgiennes nous renseignent sur l’existence 
d’une liturgie mariale en 1’eglise du Kathisma situe au troisieme mille entre 
Jćrusalem et Bethleem. On peut raisonnablement estimer que la station de 
Bethlćem etait localisće en ce lieu, assez connu par ailleurs dans les sources 
littćraires. 

La station de Jerusalem/maison: 

II s’agit de la station ou a licu le dćparl dc Marie, apres une apparition de 
Jćsus. Lii cncore, le texte ne donnę aucune precision; aussi, en est-on reduit 
H des hypolheses. 

Au VIIcime siecle, la maison de la dormition de Marie est localisee au 
Mont Sion, la station liturgique qui Thistoricisc est fixee dans 1’eglise de la 
Sainte-Sion. On sait, par ailleurs, que cette station liturgique reunissail les 
anciennes stations de Bethleem ct de Jerusalem, celles que nous venons de 
voir. La question qui se posc alors est la suivante: Ou etait localisee, aux 
V£me et VIeme siecles, 1’ancienne tradition dc la maison dc Marie a 
Jerusalem? Certains faisceaux permettent dc penser qu’elle etait situee a 
Gethsćmani, la ou fut fixee, par la suitę, la tradition du tombcau dc Marie. 

En effet, au Veme siacie, on connaTt & Gethsemani l’existence d’unc 
ćglise dćdiće & Marie. II n’est pas encore question d’une tradition du 
tombeau, et des indices, foumis par certains manuscrits des Actes de Jean du 
Pseudo-Prochore, autorisent a penser a une tradition de la maison. C’est & 
Gethsćmani ou s’est deroulee la premiere liturgie mariale de la Ville Sainte; 
c’est effectivement dans cette eglise qu’Hesychius de Jerusalem, peu avant 
le concile d’Ephese de 431, prononce une ou deux homelies en 1’honneur de 
Marie. Apres 451, ^ la suitę du concile dc Chalcedoine, 1’eglise de 
Gethsemani tombc aux mains des monophysiles; Juvenal et ses partisans 
s’enfuient et construisent 1’eglise du Kathisma ou est alors localisće la 
tradition de la maison de Marie. Quelques annćes aprós, Juvenal recupere sa 
charge episcopale, mais il est possible que 1’eglise de Gethsćmani soit reslće 
entre les mains des monophysiles, d’ailleurs le Mont des 01iviers deviendra 
un bastion de ce parti, comme en temoigne la Vie de Pierre 1’Ibbre, redigee 
des la fin du V£me siacie. C’est en tout cas, une manicire d’cxpliquer 
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l’existence dc deux traditions de la maison de Marie, 1’une & Jerusalem, 
1’autre & Bethlćem. Au VIeme siccle, & cause du conflit christologique entre 
les partisans monophysites de Sćvćre d’Antioche et de Julien d’Halicamasse 
sur la corruptibilite et 1’incorruptibilite du corps de Jesus et de ses retombćes 
sur la question du corps dc Marie, on commence, afin de prouver l’existence 
rćelle de Marie et donc de sa mort, a localiser une tradition du tombeau de 
Marie a Gethsemani, qui dcvait etre aux mains des monophysites 
sśveriens 45 . Nous voilH donc, durant lc VIćme siacie avec deux traditions 
monophysites, l’une de la maison, l’autre du tombeau, localisćes & 
Gethsemani. 

A la fm du VIćme sićcle et au dćbut du VIIćme siecle, a la suitę de 
certaines restructurations (le decret de Mauricc) cl reconstructions (restaura- 
tion dc 1’ćglise de Gethsemani par Maurice), a la suitę aussi de 1’affaiblisse- 
ment des mouvances monophysites de Jćrusalem qui disparaTtront un temps, 
sous la pression des nestoriens du corps expeditionnaire perse, les traditions 
mariales, comme bien d’autres, sont remanićes. On retrouve alors la disposi- 
tion suivante: les traditions de la maison du Kathisma cl de Gethsćmani sont 
reunies a la Sainte-Sion; la tradition du tombeau reste a Gethsemani 46 . 

Une telle reconstruction historique prend en complc tous les documents 
qui nous sont parvenus. La part de 1’hypothćse existe, elle n’est, somme 
toute, pas si importante. 

La station de Jerusalem/tombeau: 

C’est la station oii a lieu l’ensevelissement du corps de Marie par les 
apótres. Le texte precisc, du moins celui de certains manuscrits, que lc 
tombeau de Marie est situe a Gethsemani. On connail, dćs le dćbut du Vćme 
sićcle, l’exislence d’unc eglise dediec ił Marie. Avant d’y commemorer son 
tombeau, on y celćbrait sa memoire. L’attestation la plus ancicnne d’un 
tombeau de Marie a Gethsemani, ne remonte pas au-dela du VIeme siecle. 
Cette station ne posant pas de difficulles majeures, on s’arretera la sur ce 
point. 


45 A ce propos, on pcut ajouler que les julianistes coniestaient la rćalitć humaine de 
Jćsus et donc celle de Marie. La rćalitć humaine de Jćsus et de Marie n’ćtant, pour eux, 
qu’une apparence, ils en vinrent & contesicr leur mort. C’est pourquoi, certains textes sur 
le sort finał de Marie soutiennent justement qu’elle n’est pas morte et qu’elle est montće 
au ciel corps et ame (c’est le cas, par exemple de cenains mss. du Pseudo-Jean). On 
devine donc 1’intćret que pouvait rcvetir subitement l’existence d’un tombeau de Marie. 

6 Cette disposition se retrouve dans le Transitus gćorgien du Pseudo-Basile de 
Cćsarće, qui n’est de ce fait pas antćrieur au dćbut du VIIćme siccle. 
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Est-il maintenant possible cTimaginer une procession qui partirait de 
Jćrusalem (Mont des 01iviers?), qui irait & Bethleem, qui reviendrail a Jćru- 
salem/maison el qui s’acheverait & Jerusalem/tombeau? Au cours d’une telle 
procession, qui aurait eu licu le 15 aoflt, on aurait lu, par actcs, la Dormitio 
grecque du Pseudo-Jean. 

L’exislence d’une telle procession est attestee, pour Jerusalem, sous une 
autre formę (Sion/Bethlćem/Sion/Gethsćmani: on la trouve dans le Transitus 
georgien du Pseudo-Basile), dans les sources georgiennes du VIIeme siłcle. 
Pourrait-elle remonter, sous la formę postulee, au VIeme siecle? Rien 
n’empeche de postuler une telle evenlualite. 

Une lecture liturgique du Pseudo-Jean dans le cadre d’une liturgie 
stationnale est-elle envisageable? Le texte actuel du Pseudo-Jean permet-il 
une telle hypothese? C’est la que le lerrain devient glissant, les donnees 
formelles manquant cmellement, on en reste reduil a des hypotheses qui 
auront du mai & dćpasser ce stade. 

Un des buts de la liturgie stationnale de Jerusalem elait, au VIeme siecle 
en tout cas, d’unir ou de reunir entre eux les differents lieux de culte qui 
appartenaient parfois a des factions rivales, par exemple: les chalcćdoniens 
et les monophysites. Si tel ćtait le cas, une procession au 15 aout pouvait fort 
bien remplir cet objectif. Une telle procession, aliant de la Sainte-Sion ił 
Gethsemani, est menlionnee implicitement dans les manuscrits Sinaiticus 
georg. 59 et 65, datant du Xeme siecle, mais dont certains elćments remon- 
teraient au VIIbme siecle 47 . Mais pour le VIeme siecle, il faut le repeter, on 
ne dispose d’aucun temoignage. 

II faut savoir aussi qu’une telle procession est toujours pratiquće a 
Jćrusalem au 15 aout; elle ne part plus bien sflr de la Sainte-Sion, mais du 
Saint-Sćpulcre 48 . 

M. Erbetta avait releve deja que le Pseudo-Jean prćsentait la Vierge 
comme un modble pour les pblerins, notamment a cause de sa visite jouma- 
libre au Saint Sepulcre, mais aussi pour les mentions de la maison de Marie 
a Bethleem el a Jerusalem, ainsi que de son tombeau a Gethsemani 49 . On ne 


47 CT. G. Garillc, Le Calendrier palestino-georgien du Sinaiticus 34 (Xeme siecle), 
Bruxellcs, 1958, p. 304. Dans le Sinait. gćorg. 59, au 16 aout se lit: A Sion ad 
Gethsemani addutio Deiparae . De memc. dans le Sinait. gćorg. 65, au 16 aout sc lit: 
Sanctae Deiparae a Sion ad Gethsemani abductio . 

48 Cf. A. Couturier, Cours de liturgie grecque-me!kite, t. II, Paris, 1914, p. 492. Cf. 
aussi un article dans La Terra Santa de 1950, aux pagcs 299-301. 

49 Cf. M. Erbetta, op. cit., t. 1/2, Turin, 1984, p. 484. 
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peut manquer de constater que la Dormitio du Pseudo-Jean dćcrit un 
vćritable Circuit dans Jerusalcm ct les environs. 

CONCLUSION 

L’examen des traditions attachees aux stations mariales dc Jerusalcm et 
des erwirons doit prendre en compte les sources de toutes sortes qui 
permeltent, autant soit peu, d’śclaircr lcur histoirc, a savoir leur naissancc, 
leur croissance et leur dćplacement quand cela esl le cas. 

Certains savants ont essaye de situer 1’eclosion des traditions relalives au 
sort finał de Marie le plus haut possible dans le temps, a savoir le II£me 
siecle. On peut citer, en demier licu, les lravaux de F. Manns qui considbre 
que la Dormition de Marie est un ecrit du Ileme siacie originaire d’un milieu 
judćo-chrćtien de type nazareen 50 . Ce n’est pas le licu de critiquer une telle 
thctse. 

Quelques points sont a mettre en valeur: & Jerusalcm, aucune tradition 
mariale n’apparatt avant le debut du Veme siecle, alors que la premicre 
celebration mariale, la fete dc la Memoire de la Theotokos, esl de cette 
epoque. Toutes les autres commemorations liturgiques en 1’honneur de 
Marie, y compris la fete de la Dormition et/ou de 1’Assomplion, sont du 
VIcme si&cle, du temps de Justinien, grand devot de la Theotokos, comme le 
prouvent toutes scs constructions d’eglises et de couvents dedies a la Vierge 
Marie: les plus celebres etant l’śglise de la Sainte-Marie-la-Neuve a 
Jerusalem et le couvent de Sainte-Marie au Sinai' 51 . 

Une telle hypothese rend compte du silence de l’homiletique en ce qui 
conceme le sort finał de Marie: en effet, la premicre homelie en 1’honneur 
de 1’assomption, celle de Theoteknos de Livias, est datee de la fin du VI£me 
ou du debut du VIIcme siecle. 

On voudrait conclure en posant une serie de questions qui nous parais- 
sent importantes pour dirimer le debat methodologique que ne peut manquer 
de soulever une telle dćmarche. 


50 F. Manns, Le recit de la Dormition de Marie (Vatican grec 1982). Contribution d 
l’etude des origines de l’exegese chretienne, Jćrusalem, 1989. 

51 C’est ćgalemenl au Vleme sifeclc que la Theotokos commence & devenir le 
symbole proiectcur de Constantinople. Elle le deviendra vraiment au dćbul du VIIfeme 
sifecle lorsąue la capitale de Tempirc sera menacće par les Avars, A ce sujet, cf. A. 
Frolow, “La Dćdicace dc Constantinople dans la tradition byzantine”, in RHR 127 
(1944), p. 61-127; A. Cameron, “The Theotokos in Sixth Century Constantinople. A City 
found its Symbol’’, in JThS 29 (1979), p. 79-108. 
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1. Pcut-on meure cn parallele une analyse littćraire ci une analyse liturgi- 
que? 

2. Est-on en droit, & partir d’une etudc de la eomposition de certains 
manuscrits, de tirer des ćlements sur la destinalion des ecrits dits “apo¬ 
cryphes”? 


17 quai Voltaire 
F-75007 Paris 


M. Simon Mimouni 
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II Pastore di Erma nel secondo testimone etiopico 

Introduzione 

II libro greco intitolaLo il Pastore, 1 riferisce, come t noto, lc rivclazioni 
che Erma, 1’autore (II sec. d.C.), ricevette a Roma da duc personaggi 
cclesti, cioe da una donna anziana c da un angelo, apparso nelle sembianze 
di un pastore. Da quest’ultima figura e derivato il titolo dell’opcra, che si 
presenta come un sermone sulla penitenza, diviso in trc parti, costituitc da 
cinquc visioni, dodici prccctti e dieci parabole. Organicamente peró il libro 
si divide in due parti distinte: 1) Visioni 1-4 (la quinta visione scrvc da 
introduzione alla scconda parte); 2) 1 dodici comandamcnti c lc parabole 
1-9. Seguc una conclusione. 

II Pastore di Erma in etiopico (ge'ez) fu pubblicato, eon traduzionc 
lalina, da A. d’Abbadie nel 1860, 2 in base a una copia fatta eseguire da un 
cod. di Gundagunde (Tigre) nel 1847. A. Dillmann, 3 che gia aveva corrctto 
il testo edito, lo accompagnó eon osservazioni e notę, e, piu tardi, George 
H. Schodde 4 raffrontó 1’etiopico eon TErma greco, dalia qualc lingua 
risulta direttamente tradotto. 5 Vari decenni dopo, A. Mordini 6 presento e 
descrisse un ms. etiopico del Pastore di Erma (sec. XVI), di sua proprieta, 
gi& appartenente a Gundagunde. Lo stesso studioso, in seguito, fece 

1 Per la bibliografia in generale, v. J. Quasten, Patrologia. Vol. I, Fino al Concilio 
di Nicea, Ed. Marietti, Torino 1967, pp. 89-100; R. Joly, Hermas le Pasteur, SC 53b' s , 
2 e ćd., Paris 1968; A. Quacquarelli, I Padri Apostołki , VII ed. Cilth Nuova Editrice, 
Roma 1991, pp. [235J-346. 

2 Hermae Pastor. Aethiopice primum edidit et Aethiopica Ialine veriil Antonius 
D’Abbadie, “Abhandlungen fur die Kunde des Morgenlandes herausgegeben von der 
Deutschen Morgenlandischen Gesellschaft unter der verantworllichen Redaktion des 
Prof. Dr. Hermann Brockhaus. II. Band. N° 1.”, Leipzig 1860. 

3 “Bemerkungcn zu dem athiopischen Pastor Hermae”, Zeitschrift der Deutschen 
Morgenlandischen Gesellschaft 15 (1861) 111-125. 

4 HERMA NABI. The Ethiopic Version of Pastor Hermae Examined. A 
Dissertation presented to the philosophical Faculty of the University of Leipzig for the 
Purpose of obtaining the Dcgrce of Doctor of Philosophy. George H. Schodde, Leipzig: 
Brockhaus 1876. 

5 Cf. Hermae Pastor, cit., p. 183. 

6 “11 Convcnto di Gunde Gundib", RSE, 12 (gennaio-dicembre 1953), Roma 1954, 
p. 52. 


OCP 59 (1993) 427-464 
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omaggio di una copia fotografica del suo Erma alla Bibl. Vat. (ms. fot. 
133), del quale A. van Lantschoot 7 diede un resoconto circa le 
caratteristichc c il contcnuto. Da questo esame risultó che il ms. di Mordini, 
pur provenendo da Gundagunde, non e il cod. dal quale fu tratta la copia 
poi pubblicata, e che quindi costitutisce il secondo testimone etiopico 
conosciuto di Erma, anchc se, purtroppo, avendo perso un fascicolo, 
comporta una considerevo!e lacuna, chc prcciscrb piu avanti. Sempre A. 
van Lantschoot 8 rilevó chc le due copie presentano “numerose divergenze 
di ordine ortografico” e chc varic “correzioni grammaticali apportate da 
Dillmann al lesto di d’Abbadie sono superflue per quello di Mordini, 
offrcndo quest’ultimo frequentementc, per lc parole in oggetto, Tortografia 
preconizzala da Dillmann”. 

Ad utilita degli interessati aH’argomento, espongo qui di seguito, 
“materialiler”, tutte lc varianti da me rilevate nel ms. fot. 133 della Val. 
rispetto all’ed. etiopica 9 10 del Pastore di Erma, riprendendo alla fine quelle 
di maggior rilicvo nclla mia versione latina messa a confronto eon quella 
latina di d’Abbadic'° e, nel caso di corrispondenza, col testo greco di 
“Sources Chretiennes N° 53bis”. Nella trascrizione delle varianti ho 
adottalo i seguenti segni:* 

A testo etiopico ed. da d’Abbadie, eon richiamo delle paginc, dcllc 

colonnc (a/b) e delle linee; 
add addit; 

B ms. fot. 133 della Vaticana, col numero dci fogli e la rispetliva 
indieazione di rfecto] e v[erso]; 
gr greco; 

om omittit; 

= indica quanto scrive B, rispetto ad uno stesso termine o passo di A, 


7 “Un second lemoin elhiopien du Pasteur d’Hermas”, Byz 32 (1962) 93-5; Id., 
“Invemaire sommaire des mss Vacicans Ethiopiens 251-299”, ST 219, In Civiiate 
Vaticana 1962, p. 505. 

8 “Un second ..cf. n. 7, p. 95. 

9 Hermae Pastor , cii., pp. 1-110. 

10 V. sopra, n. 1. 
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Bi*.? 1 ! A a ^H/sB^łr/AafflAA^BwiU+^- 
Ał m+.ę***-- s X“n.+*"+;A i* Ałł--i tu 
+; A14 ®łn.AVV.«^*=-fl‘!ift=B ł* *” •'+:”|‘Ł;A1‘ 
(f ** * B •'+; A to <!»+.- B<P"; A11"+Ań * B "+Xil; 

A it i a<h>A:B i.- ”ń-;A4 *Jni.łi 5 !*BA i>t 
*na>-*ł =6 "n; A 14 ■nołsB «»; A u cVn-*B *V; A u 
fcył-B^A-jAif ■**IH.''=B4»'"H"; Ali ^"ł^-P 
A i* t ®u(\®łs0 4* VA" A« i.+fflihB i-Y, Ai/'? 
AflsB "n(hfl;A24A1^=Bv"+;Aifci MA«®'5’<n.= 
B •> M VI*=8Au A.+A=B A i* łi 

•o, ><(•*» yn.*; Aiil<"B=B “fr-, A « Vłi.=£*» "C; 
Ai4"AVU:B"AX; A2f ffJt’#'? '’A»; Au łA 
'IMAMlIH.łisBWA-lilH.h'! A» °iA«i>=B” 3»;A1« 
*A-rB *A*j Ai4 , ’t*'f=B"*f‘t-; Au n*(1lH=Bs>'W; 
A ił ®ft®-o”'B ®S®o'';A *t- i HTHAB "1/*;Aj A 
*M!*B «,Akt;A»A*A=B‘?(A;A«‘> , IBA’9 , "H«>'l 
TlSiB £»": OB"; A Ul B r*w. 
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A 4 i 15 k2LŁ*l * * . ^ 

A 44 HjK* ♦>/&*** *B A2i A^BAUf 

Aj* = Wł-g-M#)tr^71l 

A <8 j,tif»»**B *''*■»*; A 2« HcKIł*-8 #1 n; A if Wit* 
8 <uU, ^»h; A ©AA" S B "4"; A 8 =& 

4 >,, i "4» w ; A <4 rtAt* B ?* óh^iAis t ngp?X.f , *B ©*>!»: 
K£"; A i* A 

'MlCf^Brfr^sB "•nV*fr^+; A 2* n>*r-B<Pfl>V'; 

A***, ’%£?*B"?; A 8 *";*«>*** 

8 '“H; A « X***"-- B ** "+•; A /*>&•-*B "4»"; A 
18 XI** %.+*"= B ••Hs"+*;A *• "tńC^-n^=P M +" 
t«]4IH-^;A *s 

tfO^B fa>-U"; Aft 4 ”*Kn-&' ,J M5 ^Af.Attl 

* s B| Ł a«ł£*;A'if “Al"; Aio flMł*"* 

B •®h 4 4*4* > ; A 2 * rol-^B <n>V08; A *r hH";A i*X 
Vt s B“X w ; Ai* ^B*'; A** i ttfr=B"/M* 

jKt x "t V=B "V; "tfc; A 5 AV"-B 
"I] A ii fc^:4*J=8^"+-';K;Att "A-;At? 

"$+:©".* A*"=B "4* A4*"; A 

Au Łrfrft*tPftfH? sB»m. 

A 23 w 'h‘Th-B M VTV; A 14 *flH-<h s B'%; A?t *4 w £Vt« 
B r*^A3"XH:*Ar*B"V'*Atr;AA X1**8"t;A*"C 
%ttUB 

A*t tuSjŁ = B 3a rt f; A i3 "(\C*W$"z*& , ‘(M« t WV‘, k 4*t 
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#»+c*i‘i=e<n>fi4*£:fcń+; A ** B 

1* "+"‘0X1+; A 2> "+"*411+4; A «■ ®XH"f 

(pD-ft^sg " / H"r Pdh":+"; A 4 ‘rf- = B <n; A ? ++>"= B+ 
4» rt ; A * P> sB A 9 nntis Bio* *lft; Ai*Aro=B//i 

(Rxn>; Ai? <D 4 X^ ,, = B *<1*"; A 24 A.fr*B"+" ; A^tf+^B 
Ąj* 4 *Vfe = B "V‘;A * 

lo H/' ; = B Hf"; An ©/"=& »V"; Ai5 ffc^Bffc^A U 
>";A i9 a>?“;A 2i +<hfl^=B+AAt'*; 

A « ”+C A.*B "+CKJ; A n X/h*^B nV‘;Aif H/T ; łtfn 
*& V*HT; A^i ®^ w ; 

©Pftm-n+jpfr.y/s B 4i» " 04i+;q>x.r; AiaAfrfly-B «*; 
Ai« cy^M**'* fccfc"; IT.M’"; A**aW*B M ir; 

= B "'H ,, ; Ajgjt UTi"= B -h* h'H'^'% “i A10 * 
ł T)^ = B , ’L»U-; Au P+*";HVk*1in*BP:^rt: rt ^£l;A 
12 X1*.B"+;A94^C*-0iVM*t:** Mlft^WjAi* 
;K" = B +C;A i« *r*ft^BHH^‘WT;A'i» ®*k”=B 
•W^AHliA ii X®)R"=B '"W; A 23"£®C=B '**£V;A24 
t=b ” V\' A 10 C^+M* *=B_ii^_+' < *. ©*.+ h * ł; A *" n 
n*B"<nn;A^ = ^IH.*=B *"H"; A ^ fM"* B ?A"; 

Alg ^" s + , ';.XA'=B+ , '*+ , ::XA; A2a/V*8 tt"* Ąju t 
a>V‘=:B 12^"; A 8 yiH,"*B'“HA 5 "HI = B '*H;Ai 1©X^ 
T * B ; A U W = B "+; A15 ©£ £"» B "+*; A « M =B*h,; 

A i* p iV'sg ^ ń"; A 15 "X ł*n *B "Xf*ri; A i* *©• +* B_n»* +b; 

Au«-1 ^ B " ^; A 9 H<r»+ * B '*+; Alo n "; A11 

© n^"=B ® nn<fc"; A U B "4"; A 16 fs.*!* B +"; A 19+ 
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Bonw; ft”; A n JŁXfc s H"; AAJ|iĄ* = B H": 

Afi^i ci-JMB*'*; A 9 = 

T S ' 4 5L*'; Au frAfcsBju ft"; A rt^ nfrsggfl* 
A -fi V]H, ,, r8"ir'; Ał* H*K«frfr*» B *?> W^b -)A 
ić aw^b ^4*"; 4i3^ x t nn*fl 1 MB‘n'?‘fl;A A*ół 
= B "ó+; A6"^^=B ,, ‘hV;A‘/<»^1^-B**n;A'<'l H*H 
n M *B -n rt ;Aft = An 

"(lł = B ^ "414*; A ił ?X^V*0 X** l H:*Xfr®; 

A 14* i r& PA“; A s JA - ~6 U h ; A9 Mlftt- = 
B*»v; A « ^I^ClfcrjA 0p‘*B1i* 

a>?“; A « ViV$,+ = B Vn,+;A ii AX/T»B * 

^c«X%XA*i A f**fcV4;A*« 

fc<h<n>rt> = B <h*TP; Aio A^JŁ = BY^^"^;An M /nt^= 
B “flW^ahftM^jAif u L*t*%h-- 

Wt*-* ”4. A: *A-Hp ; A *<r» 4 jM''*8 + C; A 
8 £Vt7U*a>^£Vtr*B**V©^iU*;A«£*?" 
= B "1*; A 16 f<P" ! j®9"*|ji7 Ł ya>-":;^ ,, ;A li© 
‘X?»"=B ”<n>"; A u <h£ © = B " V'; A it JiM^B "A"; 

A«t 3 a>+A<P*B a>jL+f\?;A*a>ęP>"=B0)*ę 

Phłi A 40 "1 = B "IfrJh^A-/* "^+=B "**; 

A -H n"::a> / B‘n ,, =3 W: 

Ai6g -/ Wv ,,< n";A 1 +^ / '=B4»ir ,, ;A?«»7 

A.fT=B ,, ń ,, ;A*’ , tl , n*B , '1IH; A *o "«>; 

A -tk ASfrYh^B/hBl^Aii *JŁXa8.tf»att V'» 
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BX M j Ab*A =B^;A> df-B*+■; Au "L' nn*=« 
<?+ Z B "4<n (V: "4*; A 19 »o 'Ktfr- - B U* ”©.”; A 2* Kto: 

A t "<&-; A 

j»4fc B u> t 4> w ‘,A 2? ©‘nAfc*® M Vł;Aa*"fr=B 

M A-ń; Amt«f flf s B 04**'; 

A9*łB£.*B od"; AuTftrBl*; A« ©f *8®+**; 
A -« «Kts V'.H^"s B "Xt!‘X*‘; Hf;A<B£Vw1> 
B "V-, A 2t "*^*=8 '>*l4:; A 2*”X41C*B"X*fldbC; 

A il*. i ”X.1j=B"^4r;A» H^o"sBHto" } A^^X = 
B io<v+X*jA 19 " 4*01^0 A-ił AH)*=B Al) • Au lilii 

■•"‘njAM^^sB+A"; A*4 

^^BaoK^A^CX^''rB M ń- ^ A^^»jr , *B^PA ,, ; 
A it ĄUsFhnfilzt mifiLtfhiiltiljAHAW-sB 
OA, WD; A»**"*07ft *B -'©1 AJ A 24 J Vir=B 

**W A 1** 4^U'W"^/Aa®?K*B<>+ ,, ;A 
A s B to^PMr, A9 a>% fo^s tu* ®*•£ i*W); A 

A 24 "A * 1,-8 "£%; Azt^Cbcfr-zdWjAljliihft- 
B 2^ q'; A r Hf* 8 Hf; A lo "*«>-«4=8 "ł^«; A u -* 

TWW: = B "(©“; A 2 r- 4 +A.flro*h , V rt *= Bn» 
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A to* 'i b*_ 

A 3 = B V;A* 

+ - a k\Ti :®f"; A U <*>?U"= A 23 "Mi ,=B Z 2 v 

(**.); At* hlrC=Bft-";A2otr-3 X1<£ t l=B"H.;A!;fio*' 
= B PO"; A * 

‘n - * HY'* 8 "W- V; A w a>fi co^B ©$©-"; A 2t "h+<\"- 
8 *(1"; A 21«, -i om.; A 6 *-fl ń*Ul£- 

B W *fl.-WC;A 8 A 13 XV=Bk+‘ 

o>n*; Au t no r »H * 0 *n«»; A 22 fnp-łfrot* 

%i3v w^^lLfA 2 ? a>‘rf'i> ,, =0 "A" A %il % jgfc 

t=B "YM* H^B H+"; A9<iC<*IM 

;h=B*1+;Att a>fco>- u /"= B a>%(H~ P* An " t t\f]‘ 7 ł^B nt n 
n*n; A 19 X<PT^B %T]A tiA 4 i i= Ba^ " 0 "; A 21 AX< 7 H 
*X - B «»S A 2 t«- 3 = B ”<i*+‘i7; A * "Cft = $ "C; 

A ł OntO-r 8 "(V' ; A ^ ©Cttf^BomjAi* +£"* 0 ++"; 

A 19 ©<h-lJ*>-B ©AAWjA 2<» jpfl"- B j?BV; A z* *'^ b< ł=® 
"£>0; A 3 A %^T , ~B^)A 8 ®ł» 

fr -8 ©‘Afr; A 16 A ** aH%=PioOHi;A 21 
A 22 A^^;A 24 + 0 'T; 

a>£Y‘=B^o 1 u>-:a>i.ftavV; A 2 * ‘AjPflr^B "ft."; 

Aiu i-4 =b n4»“-* 5 

- B ^A 20©H*At = B2ęv ©+H+;A2? ""lfsB "T?;A2* 

*K.a <n>: &»" * 5= 

Alfe 

A23I- 'Hn> 9 =&<uU XA<V; Ałft^^ B W; A /H ;/ 1 
% ::©".* X +“r B łSo. "f "/ A 21-1 MM* ©" i." : ©+ 
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na"; co':L"y. •*+*»+"; A i-z "Hil-il"-. 
H<$»“- 8 ‘n" H4 *■* a>“:; »rtA*/ł =B H4>": 

CO •••; A 19 *AA. *8 A -H HHj>”= B U,v HH+";A 

ann“» ®Acxi<n>-; A łLWhsB+idLifłn; a*j> 

at-5 

*MMN :**■:$“»: WVK 

A i **»"=& ‘K"; A 3-4 itA*y.a>r* X*»"*XAn=B®ri 
©-rt+JHK"; A 5 4 fc < lf'J*8"‘n-''' / A 9 i»» ' , *Vi;A*>ó 

^-n-8"<t";A*4 o^" s bo4 , “. 

A« 

Au ‘itl *B ‘rV1;A^ HX,f.iitoC=B HYufKFfyAl* * fl>" 

= B ^"jA 2* ®*A“*B®M";A 22 

£<n>;A 23 X'?;K = B , '‘K'; A as* ifcl^Bja^+fAsll 

fr‘n*& ,ł ft"; A< = = 

+ s 8 “W; A 45^ £ X,tC‘"J£X.t =B^"0*0^"; A 

^•' = 8"+“; A n ^on-aB r;A**e- 2 -£^ 5 ."^’'; 

A*-* ^AT*©VSA , :XV'^rt=B''lA^;®V:A'lX':; , ‘‘n- / M 
11 WflsSfWDźA^ M:r;H"'A/^ 

‘it' M *B£‘łK'. 

A u +MIbńfiłlli ^BiSr 

Atz a>‘rtb-B ,, fy; A Atut Hf“:"to 

<fr-*B HP".*'“n;A? A W A B.© = j 2 ^i'^ 

A 23 AfiD-fr.BAf-n-; A 2* "o; X«t f*=**P m \ A - :?"; 
A 26t i M^ = Ba>H H ; A5-B “*+:* "*4’:*'*;: 
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OJ*; A * *8"^; A ąs ó#4l= B l9v A 16 "&9C 

= B A 1*+ "ttinC- "***’; A 2^ 

AMB+"; A« 

B ‘"T; "‘ft*. 

A ft A i'.^Xt-B H ^''; 

A « ©-*+: £»:{i = B a>-Ht*1*nc»^+; Af$-f X**Xl>"* 
Af "rB 4 ***©-***<?"; A +P»= B"T } A 2$ XltH=B"ł; 
A 25- "4*YlflK =B "10". -+*; A 2*^ 1 ,, '1t****Jft; 

A 4-f H«l»":X‘ł)X4*®- s B3<M' H+^flltM^/A 5 X*)*: 
n-:r*B n": r- m ; An-t, oirmt-WzB "*hc- 
-J HfjAn-t , Xtob*y , *XlK-*1i = * 

"ttjA *« x.‘pv < rnn-FXA‘n^ / 5 , n‘fl;A22-j "nA*.®^ 
t*B "flA*"*; 4 28^ * *hr*B?4*, ,, (pi Au ®J*'= 

B A o "‘MiAir"^: B "frłiliAiftlt 

A lojM^B+dT', Ali-J wqt*tl* n t--]*C 

**B il„ •'£: rtVG~J®Ctd; A2*C^ Ł BiWl 

*B Hf A* s^fcfJro 1 !); Al '"}+sB"l?*;Af ?V»?*V=8 
X 9*V; A * H£"*B"+Ali " ^ 2 . *B "flut; A np?=V4\ 
Kis 6X36*% W; Aff *xU^t= Bn^ 

‘X‘P*+; A 2t rt /n**7f; Ait+s *19-9 

h ^ **>+ Ji" rtn * b n* 4*t* Pt «*rtn; a i* "iin *b"iH 

A noiUrB"^, a 26 

sB^iAf-^ <D Hfk t*-ń[—ynr>m = B ©Ht ,, G"l < ł+ / i 

A* l rt/Wt>- =B AHt/Woi*-} A9^o4»n- s B ?". 

A ti t n = B tu ,*"-1 
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Ai2*> 

tfA*; A n 'T*B"u>;A<t Hf* *fC-l*jr*B0r m E”1 

<pr\ Alg A M A":Vl 1[»0 W= 0 A" 

‘rł-x- 

fZ-TKWt a>to"; A«-f/"Hó VH"rt V*B«^ f*G~3 
IMjcHP/WjA**'! AT*BA+;A?^f '‘ofrt'o-mnM‘1 $” 
H*XM*B rG-rnjA = F/^'"Vr H"W 

Ąru/, Ml^’ 

0Hf*;Ąlf4’ l ip\± *8“*“; Ai‘ T: 

"0"; A «V+ ; "fł ;Z£i"Wr+iA if+łWitK* 8+"% rr : A2i 
i n^nuftA' =0 "WOfr; aj** 

'ih i VC"J“7"; A *-io 0 < Ł'V‘£*J£«>-" i-lblrł-8 torTC^J ^"G"] 

^>;Ai^^AC”3^*M*.aaBif»'^£.aX.rHfcO^A';A 

"H"+rt; a u-iM “'łńc-y&i'* g ^ ^frrirg 

•ŁhAU'* HM‘:B 1'HW tt“; Ar^ 

2 *J/A' , ::fl>XAr , 0f-=0fa»":"n;A<«0A!«?'ł=0''+;A/a^'%^^ 

A »?£* tftf-sB w*' IfifiĄtifrt Uf^iA i a>7ur=B*y , J a* "tfA 
-0 rt4 n-^;Ay^ •lTfc»J®AV?s*'H"H 

m; Ą n«. *"jHlsB^ń/AfJ-rftltf 

0 W^H-A^fl+sBw VWA| AtfinVl*flC:"4-»-sffl1 
4U2s-*; AiłŁ 1-4 \r±B*UiM 

nc*n>; a *<4 frfrHWń-nfrf - b 

AiZ-ł^-flC-lł-O^B^-nC--3-hO"; Ai*-I frl-oC-O**! 
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*?**[;--J**"? k^+ ik** 

^0*B»nvj A 15‘A'ł'n A 11 0*B**' 

?0"*y* U"; A «-4 ?oĄ>(ViW=B to”ttMH*tA m ;Avł' 

i »ĄYtto"*Ba>1o ,, 'W‘‘ l Ai-ui^Wiuo": KfzBni 

n:VJH. ,, :a> ,, :){ t r. 

A A -B **-- f 

Afo =B"V; A io X*‘lrt = Bifr *ac;A ^f% u ^n n \ 
A 15 <*>*741 C*B ot*; A?0q, < ^d,+*8 "41*11 A.*;A* 
"^ł.-6 H/)iib*B H^iKiAio-1 

M";; co": W: łi-sBOA^tHO^WiUflWM *3 Aft 
A ^ H^B Hf"; »** 

tyt-jattA-sB **n*D~J®ttA*;Ai^* WjC-Jł**" 
rB ‘X‘n-2C"0<X> l X**>r;A3*£ i VW *0<mv; Ą *£*“ = * 

łł"; A '"70V } A-fMco *I(\C = B om; A*ijM" s B 

W\Kn-$ H$*y. ct> HU Bjg+nrttH"-, A lo-i <^4)C-'Ja>H 
^idC^sB *ył>41 D*0 “41C; An-j*ł*4* flflAC~-J +£*4)4) A*s 
B^+AfcC—J*h+41 A*;Ai*-* 7*"I<1Ocf'O<i>fc¥ ł £ ! f'=0? IM ? , lZ, 
C-J **"; A4 awHsMM"*; 

A * $P1^01-B"fl;A tSPlWł** AMM)Mo*<lk u *S 
<*>0 0"; A 1«"<^41*B"Ó4 , 41;A M.** ;pł4lfC'* J®/A"=B 

A« B 

^®0:"A*n* B V; "W; A * 4\tf*a j-A- fr-B "<h* 
A ir (o^^B A^ V = B**.";/lJA-< "X* 
["'] **‘‘=B A 1J **| **<7"i 
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A* £“]***»:>. V's0 "!y [• •] **/» =V; 
a* ?<bP=e r ; A*i-* "4’ l n‘rt>»A^ < n-a"‘ł’ , n:"^‘n;A 
i?-* "*H < n:HriAA'n = B 

A.£A ~B "+*; "4»"; A it-f ‘hńH* 

B m *V*TH;A « Wfjtf-Jj 

A i*-* ®AJŁ C-OW^AiAilto-sB toh+i -l+W)An^ 

X *B 'S***n', Ai, 'X® =8'&«>*; Jtk-fr-B 

'"X"; A ** t;T* B +•<£'/ A fj’ 

®+". 

A lo B 

AU 

VA.+ń*ft = B Ąi»~ i 

A £Vfc[*"J a>?m<p-Ą>«yz$ "Yl-l ®tm®'4^' A $ M~B 

*An*4;A A ®X»A,jl>"*P"+"? Art *<6*^=8 

<**; A« X/X"* b XPV'j A u-» 'HtH-.wnz**' = $ ^ 
W)A iv# iuMr.finifijitbfzBłwtrfibfńfahfiAnŁ 
ifKrtsl f"; 

t"] Hf"; A i^rł^A-P "0*/ A * "t* =B"M;A4 ** 
= A w ka>tW=B_ 

V3^i A * *ArniM , X < rH , s0 ‘Jlftflz*-* ?a 
^?[•••] *►<***=5 fihMfC-lmn-i A i*-j xrs>Wa* 
ot>“na><hHi=B ‘XVn*‘ZF‘ , :<nt";"fi'l ; Ait-f tfjUTDO® 

ffrb"=B Hf/h"G 0 o>P^"; A^ fc- 

B Ył*^* D*0*V? A h-loWC-I ?*U» 

B "1KD-0 f W:a^"; A <* 0+“= B flW"; A zr "Ał; 
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0 Hf:B 'Tfc+snMP"; At*-i ***"? tłf—Jna>-A+*B "oC-Ja-fi 
+ ; Ą4U *-5 łócK-J A^ftA * 0 "Z.1&-J PtUiiMo-rj, 

Att = 

A to -H /AZ, *p •»*; A W *HXP'';A*r-* a WLi’-‘} 

AiAfr* 9 B/kńlsgUr% 

ki,< *Uht---l*iApt*e *m.Z--l'XW i AH-r A fol*: A 
/' , j:»*-V‘*fo , ł* 3B ‘flVł?:A'’:"‘#?{^";fl^^": iii**>(*+)i A 
^*A ©H‘n*&C*"J®H‘n0l> = B *4JL<a>H‘not>.>C'“J a>n t nai>;A 2 r 
ayĄtińfzt "f; Aula, % •nn: B <r»* ; A*-* AAfóC-Jif 

(p =g "^D-J^/A <*•* ^‘JA.ńri= 

A <•* •J?Yf**C-*3tyA*B J "A; A tfjfttW 
2B**Vn"; A »-r r®-yf—J a>p*?"-B ?<pvl-3”V ; At- 
1* FlMt-l 

0 nfo z x ł* *b © nn Xt 1?^ D --J nz * Hft-.jtr-.s u zs^ 
HXptptatik.fi; am k$&l"-lHabll>.*r'+ ,, l-T‘Ltl- l Ał° 
H \l * * "ł; A z* ®-V«r = B "+; A Wg, 9 L&& = 8 "4 ; 

A io aj?hńzB s ©kP"; A**-«JE 

*Vn*»»*OT}X*:X^"*£^ M folj6*®foAWk*^XJT;A*- 
ZO oMŁ.ńC‘1 n%p-tipH"z & n-t-1 nfcfjijt •JŁ**!*; Au ©X 
JŁ«ł>CfV*B < £4 > “; A Ai* 1 a^/K"* 8 ©W; A i-rfltfeary-l—l 
Hfolf =B '•cfot-C—l "+; A 8 ^ArA =F*u 1<p,e;A* ©**» 
*n=B " < mn>; A n fkJlJZr =-B P";A 
»p^4i4>n\*¥^' t Axi-z 

L<ł>*S?-n%' f A™-s 

^*6 -n^.w-s-nC-J-^ł-sn'!^^; Atui *>V' 
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= B A9 s 6 "+"; A * A = B "A; A uHAS:jr:pĄ" 
= liLŁ {r>f*T; Af* ł-+LO = 0 "C-; Au. filtrWH 

•(WiMHtUi A«ticX.f*B "‘X"; A »£X1?»B"V; A« A 
‘►'•t.sBfrrt"; Am. UC**e*Vf>c. 
t grołC^gfrAkl? -B 

«K *7\Ksb "4> , '*"A , X;A ik-r pXt •*":'*'*%* sB 

•n,^; A4ra < frfr»r.«> ,, :ft yfrsg “*nJl:<0“^‘'; Aa-ł,1*+: 

[" J »A.^-A*^ rt : A M ; ®"; a> A4* s BJ}»] "£ rt. A" ® "* a>- ^+;AtM 

A4=B r ; Al 

B /**«► 

"+”; Ai%-$ yMfr»^" s g*** *x*n,fr--+ ,, ;A*g-J‘rt 
*3łlt,Ah** ®X*ni/<<7 = B ,, +i*« , xA*X‘0"; A n -1 
‘flC + sB '*(\£*a-“:A%T'; A«-< Xn**C-‘*J*X* 3 BJm* 
G**3 ,, V; /|44i-ł 

*^rt=B"+ h;A ^ >itv -B"+;A B/AJt-c =0f";A*-*> w 
W >:a>‘‘: Vn,jl* = 0 ",*** ® , ': < X ł rt.^; A rt-4 "jM:*"; ** ? $= 
B “+r1f:X"'» # £/Ł; Af/ to% f \±^ti-l "+"D Q^ 

Xł; A ip 

<W*©^*8t+Y"+ ; A** t x'n,l : b.'.<D'':H‘jur*=B 
<t>": AHj' A_Ua * s 0 *x 

*&<mv; A* 

®;J* V. 

A n *fc*iy» Afr^AjA^A«Ute B49«, 4>" A" K‘X 
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A n ***> *8 VKj A*J Ifrłh^Yl; 

AnCKf s045r"f^; Ai2*» '%to<hf* rs *'W"\hr-6 

*VV‘X *S A 9 **VS":X«>*0 

A A ^ ©A^flD-ńUsp/^oiK^^/s 

A xr»4# *££•* <£>jt4>4łfl-; Air-* WAf f G“l*' 1 

»fl4-SŁ «0 "obC-J^SA*^; At*"<JV«s« "<ł4*i.;Aii h&i*8 
"+“; Aif H+A1*BH+1.Ł.^);A**B^ W*"®V7MJPs 
BBHWiTi-nPjAś U4*H.--WzBS0,M‘iM'';Ai3'* 
ttt «^0»[:0B] W ; A**;&<>£"** "+"/ Aff-2 <fc^fl*C'"J 
H*SA = B”<K*'0"to"; A*0«uVf =0 "MM« «+«* 
t*B H^X; A2W A^ ( *C-3+3Mf*®'W'" t '‘^''+‘‘/ 

B H fc"; A <w ^cy M C»J/hfr o-^gg ?*» "ifWajA*- 
^"XiWC'**J#A.^gB" < fcrł > A-D'*J4 >, ';Aif//nX“^nV';A 
2J nfł^H;Aiw^^ ! ^''UC ł ' 

0 * 9^ A. ń* * s + **Hh V: *Csj H>[~ J "rt ";a** AJrift V= 
0*W SfMfr}, 

A29 *i-flc s b Si"; A»£ * ?>ftM = B^ PrtA*P;A/oX 
<n>» B<n*; A *i-3 Vnf-r /TnaST^ 5 "<T+-* m-s A"; 
, vnO':"?*;A<w ®X»ł"C‘'JS*>ii sB ®SA ,, ‘C”*3; A**-* 

C; A*t "T O^H-^i^B''*?<> *411+$*?; Ąilai f^AV: 
"¥ * B *C/X;fc V ** M< B ‘i A * Sivfl»g ggx» SU*; A *-ł f 
A*.i®nJ'inrBW J ®r , *fl>-A+; A>-f0 'Xhr*%" : 'Kltih ,, *'XA = 
B o^n; A*« ®>n>A*gB ®S(VA*; Afi-* B 
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f"; *A:CX‘nf"l AcAA* cK^O-1 
'**; A hsn>1r\ a 

k-r/Wti ® *V:a><A*'* On»t:©^";0l|«: 

/i<Pfl>- s 8 "£ J ©£"; 4 n<n>: HAA <4 ®|";*»•. 00 -ft+^Sl., 
©5"; n M : ©-A*; A ^ < *9 "<J*Af = B "«;A ti-t -có+C—J 

Aj A 14 ©J&^*; AA«» = B ©M": AA*J Ąjiatl+sB 
m;AJ X^o M * 0 \to M - { A $-9 4<^A«D*0K^+"-B^ 
D**J A ojłAS^sB"^; A i« <mA>u>ę**0£K /4 fj 

"*<!*"+; A fi &■< <,4A*^©4: Aj a nm r ł'**"‘t",Ąn 

£*^"-0 "4>“; A ff *J •?"*'!»£+A/«'«*X¥* 
A,^C...J®*n l n ! W=B a>A*0‘lV'<K' 1 A24> 

^::© 4 XAbA.5B>“:H^<<bX;Ą5^: 1 Vll 
/^Ai U-j A a B “-J <>t; A 4 AAńf*=0 »+; A $ 

s B ' ł <4>"; Att-l *AlbDO''*©$s©^'©*^“-* 

»fr»g 

^C 5H ".-'MIC = 0 4*": KflM-J IflC*.H“: 1' 
A 14-f •3«VC“; Aff#-v«©/M 

C*J®H^ m =B «£<h^f , «&- = B"O e | , 3»7 

r? A i* •“'W:.* tort-8 "*1/*’:®**’. 

A*o«, i łs":| 

As-9 i0^ęH-OXiiijl*^rE-+t»O"+\;A#ł^"» 

8 a>*to"; A *7-* •> rt lBCC—J Vm=* ^mjE": 
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k%9 0(v£ ® 0 ";k u-j»AX^ jf. J®nr»"-8" < nD ; ]nn‘'; 

h is *X«)-r‘sB "fryjMol- i h^-.HTP-. 

°i A * U u> 9* = 8 '*U> $+ f A 7 ** * *"r 0 "V; A f-ip <S A «H: 

*V? -* At3-< < r<b«»-‘.”H:<t't 1 »S W 

MiW-r«0Xj»ttA-=8 Hrc-J"^; A«-» 

jUfliksB Sr„ "/^^“saC+CA-O^/A^SifP^sF^Yfc; 

A *U w CKtiK-O BC^fD' ]"A*;A9"łU'; 

V; UAflS^rB "ttlj X": 0^*71; A **•* 'Ml X*|s •*&?«* ******* 
= b •'•ns*i ,, i® ,, j W; ha " i h'n::a>łi4 , n = B"t'n:"cln;4/^ 
“1 «"«n UA<*>- s BO IU •.**•. U/^; A 2J-* 

® n^*“: /A P»»ns 8 ^ ,, + ,, :/A*Wi; A tr-Ł#4b"["J**i 
nil = B +^ ,, *‘“l‘n; A^t <-t = 

A *-* "ł^ !1 0M«=B-+Yi*:"C;A*-« < ł 

ftfrlł = 8 *ł+-C...J “+H; A Ya-i /ATM/A*** 

Vn*B 

Atlht *?» 1*1 A*-C?3 

Alo «*$TX- SB <»<»"; A 2*«fc^"*A i9-$ otk%l-Vi 
part-j"V; a*i«, 

Ptn; A *-* / 8 A- 5 JK”: A A X* C-3 **A ■*Z. = 8 f ft AA- **"ft" £~J 
'"M.J A «* •£V < £"*J4 > %«»- sB M V'C—3*»;A <P.ł^A.<nHsC“ 
J»V* Z -3 +o**ff =• B +” sG ": ■ VC»0 "t fr; A 8 0 tfA® łC-0 
ri A 2 / *-n*C = B "£; A 

g , fł* X^nW; A V:0";£'; 

= & <®‘X>a>‘XflN''; Ai* 
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zb " 0 +%: Pff]*}: 0^n-’i*‘£;A U 
•MWKr, A li-iW: 

(« cr» m<(L s *n & V i H, *. vn V0-J "'Ktłz g *« • uih :*n tot fc 

i''*IA ; A A 

« ® 2<rt> A *1A * e .0 <> * "f Al; A «-■• *# 1 ^ ** Ułc*- z 

B Ufr-Mm; A «-> •MAAC-1'lt'An" s 0 

‘ttAl^"; A "A*C-3 1*0** B «#W '*+; A *« ‘n A >m 

»B"X*ł; A 2o-t 8 f-0; 

A iv* «oo»m(n,-'‘nA‘*; W-^f A": "A*! 

cntt/S V'A^A; A ir-i 'upiunnYMO*B n^my-WiO; 

A 6i^4 Vn*“; Al'* n^^łi^+J^ooBun.: 4 *!^ 

8 9 % y »(J*n»«L; A *~io ‘f*A,’ , J / P+‘“n-*^C = BT+{+A.’'; 

a>* M :'Vł; A n *if Al*ł/<»- s 8 a*ui A *5 

A a Aty S B<”*;A n-s-ojJf/nrA-C” 
®V , :XtoM+M**+"; A^a ‘rfA"^ 
*»BttA1:K'»** ,, A*; A*oct-sB^ ?0";A 

ŁPJND-0 «-fl+: *J Y' = B *n A *: "* IH C-J ,- t k 49 

A «-t o>-A‘łA'5fl»'"*A/.4 : +*B A^A-iOł-" A «/n 
*"jn3»* = B '^":0"; A *<£ i "1f«V'"®'':'T **B ,,ł | J»8®---oo? 
tt>n"; Aa 7Aę» 8 A?"; A *-9 A*A-;tt" Vfl*V‘tiA*7: 

0B-c8 

B‘X*l ,, s‘)lCS; A jW^KtC-HAf-8"VC-Jr; ĄwMA: 
*A"*. ‘ , łCD-341fri + :jP"«B ^A^-ł^C-l^r; A «-*« W 
nC-Jw^HP *8(MIC—J® , Xtt; AiH 
*B“<h:P*G"r ! M’; A 15 *x#»łf "SB -?*r; Ą^-y+tlA* 

A r«* =B"<¥ m ; AnAWt^P 
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A*XA"; A « = 

M A U "‘X"; A H-* Hnmi4tC-~JiPlf\ -B 

"WUC—Jft"; A^£ i a>no"=p nn“; A ioO£ * pA 
* H*K* Atf*A- s g 6o» a>H+" “fy Ą «-* frAfrtf -J*? 
t)C4*»B ft"A“D-Ajf 
"^C—JT; A n ®UH<n>-:;h1sA" 0£fV=B©o" 

A"s >“; A*a 4 *^»V'r B "X."; A * Hfcf: &»*'?* 
B* 0 * ‘ H*X? * frX"; A 19-20 *M>BA- C -J+PtAP :/T: 

® P *? • B t~] "fr? :A W ; 4><P"; A « "łiUW-: VV'*ł 
A * = B ”t": V 0 *<% W LMi.); A **+• AC4* * B + ft *łV; A < 
*M>"*b m 4>"; A f-6 '"tAlC-J A*4»7 - P"^AłW«’; 
A * AA*£~J A yiHfs B fr"C~J X1K"; A /*-* yhfHĄ': 
H <> *15 X": X n s +i. ‘pa. .*®ijTs 8 ‘X**'H: * *: " AX: X *: Jl« :1+; 
A «-tt *1*:fl^Tisa>+AX‘nU*" 

AHXD»J 1 &Jb; An-? ^nyał+M-rBcftrW"/!'; 
a tw dA«>■[♦•»] oa^ttHsn^iapsB 

</*); Af^g * a> <n>ma 2 -*<J >"-8 A 

i/sBl** 4":*W*"; A <H ®AinV-Boni.; A ® P *}( <P " 

C-O^A^A-B ©P<V^”CJ‘‘^Ał;A^'*/trM*J 
^M“J4:1tAinmaL*9 *W:"W[-»Jphi; Atw+ltoo- 
C-J ® 41 A- <* f: 0* *: £» •• s- B "Ht-O ‘>*4«*»“s **; X-/)* t" 

= 8 A**t* A W 

f\ *C‘*0 a>«|"»B «*)":-^ftJ+M"T; A 9 ftA^grfU 

M + w } A 45 *)*o* =B"t} A «-* B/m**F 7 J<&; 

A A**+nfim- 

- B Ą w ‘rfA*T0~]«»7/.^7:t !>/)*?•: 
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flMl h" A ‘h(\-.aJL0 * 0 ł ttA*n*"3 

^^(♦njA^^K^P^A; A * a# ""V**- 

3 B fi*- "^A+i "^ł*; A 
®H4TsB AfS-'* 

z:B M *lkun": A i$~9 i n& 

VK* 4 4 414 ag A t«’i 'HX:y- : a>*Hłińt"J}i 

B *<LL 

pwe*-** '7i£i'*h‘.yr.a> u thhłl“ : UAh>’, A 2t 

(fi-- +4u*id): ?>ńA 5 n.?«>-: a><n>rti ocliła* )^ ; 

Vn *1 u* w- ^ A ■bk k ^ f> A f: ©'*t A bt i <h^ A"L 4*: © 

A** YfaT-* 

ttAT; A*S t *'? ®^?fifT i JŁn-h5sa>l4 , o+*B 
M 0ł*j A * "*l4ł’A * ł *4 G**3 M^Gj+AmŁ 

- B 63* A 2o-» ®*Ł.s>f: tt-ń+snT: 

©zMr**.^"} <J>“Vfc'.fV; A i?-* 

Ąrfgą. 4-y "V;A 

■H ®j&:f«4>“r g A *»*4 toT-zh-A*"- P£4* a>'b^ft“; ĄU-6 
A <*t M , Ti‘lt u >».: , '+^:Hr: '“TH^-B *1 **%:“+**: Yfo 

*P>; AA^tffr-cB <W'; >!*-«»/& 

0Ć4* CjŁlC—Jn*>«l<^*"/A Y1 ' 3 /Wn": f^ M :fl"; 

•MW); A Jh 

^©+tS^;4 ii-j, »^A*^ 

®X^“; Ad X 

£"; A 2^ aMA,*H *-£"-. fc^ ,, = B**4>ai^ , :X^ , V‘'j; A«* 
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pi'lot i a>f(b" s B colM"- t A J ^Ą = B &*•) 
A/ł>; A $-9 AT':®#- 

iMto-tlSiYi "**»»<*•<*+*; A i4-t 

<J**ł*; A 46 "“kAtmminh s B"/%Ą: tenmaL* A 19-to aflatr-: 

ĄfcP ‘•'bjr i‘ ,, klTO*'=* aMl<h‘tri(Viv-:‘H>'': A 2? 

-s “Ifr; A ii V‘; A 11* 4-*cof 

n>U ,, : A *-* 

/łvC:JŁX,tD-3XAPsB fO^VlftVV«®fc"M*JŁX. 
*fc=B"V; A^ <P*MB 4 Am-j 

®S,+A"G-0? w * =B Anti’% A^A-^flfrł 

+ ■. V; 9* •?*«- = e W; X)"a>n , ‘: , K'‘:£*(*-;Alt-* 
"> A- [-0 * «Uń * B «r ">A C‘-3 ®CAT; A it-aftkU” 
•JUsBotn,; 

1(W: A" i*Am-: h“: ®S"; A 5*? ^*«~JV»i 
A B & "Ir*"; A f* 

A «X. <*>*&--& iń(^cJi»K“; A «Ł *t 
XF*V*b n»V; A *-B 'X+ 

-B W H: n«ftV‘A4*; A n-i jPncw-G-Jmin^sBjPI 
<l"f..]'‘»nv; A if »H^ ! iiA ! »inB-:ii*nKsB»-V:A 
A 4VB iło+w^^yj^AjA - : 11 W*ł* 
&**v "^:V!V:XiMV*M; A 22 »*«»* ę*®*;A 
2S'£itW = &£ ł r; A»U f-* tfbm*o.• " £ f>-^ sB 

M o>-łV , : ,, + ; 4 W 
•]"£?Dnv]ń; A* Af^sB 

a **-« xjŁS"c-3»qt=g Ł <g^_xc«yt-3 ve;a 

2^®crt4*ai>. = B*ni, ; A^3t 2-3 ^UOOP-: Alt*A»«>-=B fc 
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U4)AtfA-; A 10 'KSł-fcwl 1 ** <*♦*; A i5 a B "A-;A o* n 

ItA-; "A*:A" < n"; Ai* •kjlA".‘V:«ftlps0*i 

v V: ’AA‘n; A n*> H+": Aif © 

/A“s J ®£A"; A n* 1’1 1*) % 

tp W tsw-■ ®fi"C‘“3 <*?+ “; A *-* **H-Hpso)“« J fJhP-& 

nł-SD-r-^t-jr; A « n*6**B«Un. 

B * \<p l*| '■ X — A mn- 

A-34 a. O ^V *J? +" j A*** "ił AtT 

D**3«b“; A <9 -m HJicarnC-Jiiacji/s**!* b "fcfYiC~J-Xf:7fU' 
Am Sgćfrsg *<u ,,4 n-; A**t :<p-U s B''t; A iTwń^/H 
C VsB ‘*H\i/A+C V? Au f«A.A'*v-P "Vi; A 
At*-:* H»'0 , XftC‘’’3*Xckf\sB*9i' J V; A «-j Au>C*f?: 

; A M-6 ® £ «}<? 0-3 »'*0 & X-: £ (V h •.«/ Ac * B *#"G~J 

n-ft*HXAn: M id2,; £‘łi4*r*"U«>A ,, =B An-vr- 

-3 A W i A f "cD-ńł-.^^c a 6 A ł-i^-ncG^A. 

*4A***••&“j®in,; A «-i 

*>010'; A11-4 P^tC-J ««■*»“ = b aPT-JH^^A^ 

Pu<(j4 sB^"c; a jł-i *>in>rt) 

*»C“0A<£4-A • 1*1 ^ * *»"D-1 "X!"*fl; A *cP**B 

fr>n; A^Ari^^/n^tl^B Ah B&tiófrl 

(\£a>=B ^-t-1 "o-; A 5-* ” 3 H£*-. 1*141** *B " *C" 

‘lyriSiA*-) on.9Ąiar!pSrM+*B on,£*: fl>“: W;A 
9-m -)»-A*łfij*B "/i*:A 

A •H^o>c+s®*s'ifA'ł+^"t* 
J*flVUs a>«V , *.a>": A 13-4 a>-K*łsC-3 
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<p=« fi'** £• *0 "V; A 1 » *fc-fc ; <no» :H;T * B ' V': 
‘n(n>s^“; A*!*** "&<{%:' 

"4>ffC-3«n j k9tH4 P 1ra>-<1 S0"4»"j A f? Włl? = 

A« "<£•'; 4^ ® B T*"; A 30 -? HfH» 

£-0 •£/>?» £-3 B ?u Si<roE-3J^T+EOT?; 

Ai* <*<n>£?>fi 0 = B A 4-r <&-*?£*-3 

i)H“z $ "♦“WinulT; A^nflJk-fr^HiC-OiYin:^* 
=ęo^*t4‘‘nC“*mV; A«-<. AXM'‘JA'WX7+--BńXA* 
0-JA^/Alo-l ‘ifA- blSCWsBn* *jth XVfc 
fcdV, A«*< óA®:f <!+•.#>■; " :<*>«'• 

"JH ; A a>$ j hu 
A *B <ntv; A *-$ ^Aa>-C"'JAAo = B d [£]'»'[’“] 
AL; A S B"4»“* ( A « ®£rtf 

mq> z p a /P-21 

*ntto£AjfcWJŁ3> A &- = B?* * a>XH<Hs>'H":XAfftjt£• 
O+A^fc; A **-; ®fc AA,[».J<i>ftA,£a> ;®®-£M'-B®r|Ł]'' 
[••O “<*>-* "M; A * 7 i ^ ft- / t"* l" 

•]'X? ł> ^A^:(D+8f^*B+An < e‘hG“]”# , ':"a^^; A/»- 
2 «• "+ M Ł~3"*; Art-* AYfA*; 

Wis©Vł+-B n hV.W:a>-V-, A **-* X4)XlW»3**>fli 
®* *ę A *g-2* 

[“O t ^ B ?“; '*£ [-J *+ • A ^3o. v* A.A«*ft 

^'•=0 A <^^A/,*"X4W-B#VX*flł? 

A *-3 "l+teff4r; 

A ^-6 %»• *%■[-]$ *i a>X"M<*tf^&;A rt-i+otfl 

“1 ®- ft * = B "os--^-34av>o>-"; A Y?-2f XL4-t</H XfV. 
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<? " = 0W* Ań":‘n^:^“ C-0 A I-* A* 

B A^A”; A A *>'0*01C-0 ••AjŁ*7=B ,, ł 

D-J-Wł; Aa-* ‘n^HAnfcu^B ‘nwu-WM;A 

18 s B“A ; A sB «*C~*3<ł> N ; A«-< 

Ątla, i "**-#X 0 "<M>-; A * r0<rm.j A 

X“:‘XT‘nrB << inŁU >, ?:X“} A-*-* H*XHrC-3XA“s!^A»sU/i«- 

* B *“X“C-3 X.^“ s "«>; Ai*-* iC-JfAlll-**'&&*["! 
U*łfr; A 1*"ii 

$l>- = P “W“; A Mt- 1-1 :«>“•.,8Jh"-* 

£3T; AA-S 

8 94 * ” *1 vr l"** • V*. H -; "4*AC-J " W fc; A * * ®® H<4 = 8 
Al» n‘X t ł+*^» ,, : ^‘ , = 8‘X , ł+:? a ‘': + , ‘; A **-s *A[-J 

* 4 B %in«^AD“3 Xo>A*:a>-ft4«; A <»* 

*>Vn* C "3® * * #4T * B 'XC-J a *-* 

uj?** = 8 7 ^ mrG-J"*; A 1 * • *ftAO*B **; a *< A* 

f<h“D"3«>B M ; A 8^*** B^ns^-r^C-jABorAs"^ 
A *»-* i ,, ‘.£*': ®PC~3®-A+ 
r 8 5": ^'kdP^Ł-J ®ft+ ; A U-S ®Pt—3 HJ8onł = Ba>P'j['* 
0 A *o fyirtJL rt $ A); a > M *. J ’}: a>P: !A A - B fi ń f'• ®P; 

A 2o-a ••*iflE-OHnsa**: V:^Asr=B'WD-WK"* :fi 
MTjA ■A^sBWk ''£*• 0>;‘i41Cf1: / r+: 

^A.A.t-l ,, ‘i; A*1* 1-3 : 

“CC-nr; A *-f fiHfiHH0>- = B XHWo>; Aio^n-n** 
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B "*H; A if *4"', A i*-$ "tlflJA*: %<p"::o>X 

A JM aWitufiA": “9*B 

ABifc* “OPttbtitfrS*- -fW-MfcAt-i 
M DO H*)A rB a>fl>“G*0 A j-// 2>AAMfc 
= B otn.D-0"f^/ A fló^Otf-DOfcA^tr 

B <ł 4»rh D* J <*>£> ^ A*'j Af?-20 

A"*: av M : A ^A1‘łi:X%m*BX>fO‘i;A2^'Km: 

VflV.<D , 5UD*; Aftlg. a 
B®?^:^>' ł : ^u»(^;A<H^ ,, = B H4>“; A ^ B"«r M ; 

A ^iy-6 , "}ft\MG*01a>A,‘‘- B "ffiG-yjt*; A i*(]ófr = 
B 0AÓ/S-; A U*5 a>ł©<^G*O rt +:^AA.£ s B'*£/£••] 
A « "iWjAtils- 

* •**+[•••] U0*B "^C-OU-O; A 
D-O&^Atot s6 ©SńH:4»jtff&!''^GO®*A*(W); A 

b <*+tfto;A *i-* 

MCn.‘0"<W,; A19-20 T£<K*• J + M-s* ”3>G-0+C4-;A* 

Az^-r ©‘X^ / H!<o-ft+D‘0«>^»A“B w* ® ł x**a>-"D*0' ł #; 
A >5 a. 2-3 n-. «>+£''0-0*0 Ił a>*łcAT“ 

. A *-* AiH*uM‘":n*o+=B "MO~rł; A 
Mf n*ł 10 n*ł:: © *': A*t *4 * j? $ AM 00 ©©^- S B ©P7: 

;©“ >fH'*/i-AA^n-l “A*“; A iWftMitG' 
•nAifrs&^A^O-OIJr#’; A^ , KA(n>:V‘:«'VA^»B 
; A *9-2* BA. »* *_«» 

A 2i-j a A^ + D-O^As B " i f'G‘0<‘xA>‘XA; A $*£ Mfr 
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•‘WC-l A *4+®*^:<o-fr+ 

C-0 *-* 

4*:t ®": ft**®^*^ tfl>- s B "<?: "JH: a»":®-flri?4**ł; A*-/* Sfh 
^[“•J + CA*®"; *r»B "Cs3 i f’C-04‘[c]4-'.a>*‘!®^“; A^Jtt* 
S-B* ,l i;AlV9 

•XAWXA:+C4.; A **4-2. A »%*&*** W'; A*4»i 

:VsB <mt; A* - ** 

B A-m**?: "«|*ctti*V , s®XA*lVA*i-C‘“•ISA.''; A **®*S 
A-s+A-t-JllpB-misB 

;A«- 

j> ‘XA/0“:® M ::®®-ł£nD"]®‘XAA ; ‘ł < 2.4 = fiL2^2; KAjtO": 
a> < “."A»^U , [..0®‘xA:*hZ,4ń;A2^ 

+JT- q A ^ • AaH In «| -«| A, *; A ts-^tk h " A*: 

<T , :£ fc s®- ,, *.V , v. ‘XAn>r B m; A%Ł,-P 2-1 

* B^wD-r+jA*-* ®^^4'D*0“A‘iń»B"JKM"A , L;A«' 

* A<TT-AlijŁHA 

= B A4-< 

H AX $ ®+** B Hs‘V , ‘l^; A +1 

X4» *. " AX rt: A ‘'i H 0 “ i 0> ^1*1 <4 * B “ A4» '"A*!.: A.": H"; ® X 1 ! ^; A /<- 

* [--*]£ftf *=!«!*_ Pf^AC-J,!"; A« A*Ml*-B 

A “AA"; A lf-A ®PW® <n>V‘=B "V‘: 

A*^ f-» ‘Tf'A-[-OH^*A^ń\eB‘lf'A^D“]"i>A'l/A«'«X^A: 

£" ; a>XV‘=& ,, +“:^ ,, :a>A*i''; A^*<»Xdfc.^fft*OXinC* 
BWrMMrtC-JTl^nCjA ** •X3*n = 8<mv; ĄU^aoLS: 

4*ń[•»3 *n> fr %* » W~3 “**; a w vhi c * v*«* 
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A j./* k<n>fr*G‘0 fcfti/h/n,- 

B ‘**0‘Xl;”J®MAX = e"4)‘X C—3 "Al; 

Afw X'ł4* ,, D~3a> •**”*& "A"C-0®C*»lfV"; asa^i-a 
XU£-JMA/ * B JrtB-JJT; A *-* ?*iVAlP?f‘-J«>'i*+-B 

1^ -ilMriD«3*Sr“; A tro^-OU sB”4>"; Al*** 

H^Ao» *0 "*•*; A IW •dh-y.-.to^kK »BJi+4IM'& 

H*‘AA>ri; A ii 

2 A** 4 w +*Ar/[-JPXPX = B ®*f'M 

*Pfc; Aw 1**11 = 0 82,”+“; A ***• Vl+**/lHHl 
U A: V? V *iH = B * 14.fK~J * WA ‘ *“ Ij “; JS th 
*1; A u <m»^; A Sfto- -m <‘i‘flX[—3*ł'11£ 

=B fV‘t*‘0"*; a a ‘itA*<n>- 5 V'.*#*-+ -B ł rtA-<n>'‘w>A 
A 8 X<Vfc--B"*; 

«U I d,Ra>-; A ?*'J i 

A 2W :» M :Xl“ [♦•'! HlPłfl lU" s B <mw&**3 "AO; 

A $gt f ;ŁVfc* B A -a V»H** B u M-“‘, A*-< 

A* ArfcM A»A*= B 8v AWTMTO; A ^-2* Art./* 
C»01A4.*B *ńKI>; A%A"C*'3 %4VP‘>% 

*(H=B AWC-3*+i ,,1 ij A *>*X?»‘M8r;AisXi , IW? 

A^C; a^KUA': 
f“|■**^4^ 5 B +A-7": a>? M>: + M**; A %$t s a>\<\ 
4*-0 a>V; A **-* ©hjfifiD-O^A-rtA^f^B M Cf3"C-“l 
<pA-nrt- ; Afg-to 

f ft/H"; A 23-* ^ATt^^Aia^fcHI/Wy^BBAK *A 

Ąąuu i ©XX* 

t s fe M +4?;A*-8 XV*»Vs^ i 10MP7sB 'k+łWitoy 
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A 4* AHAMB "H"; 

Mto-** A **» 

łf *A $ ntfA-^&ttA*; a 1 $ 

AH» i)UlV g P 

*A.fl>; Aio-t^W "JT: “+'*: 

-nwiy; A n *a "♦"i A H1 + t-l®M = 

B irf.-O 'X; A ir-ł AKATPC-J *A 1 *‘ 6 =b A*x/M:--3*A-";A 
9li*-i £*,*1 *r*v A * ^ 

* = 8 U* A*i-t 

A 19*i1 :“tŁ>-sA , A7: , ' , Xff»-T^: < XA:tA 

A 2» fl>A‘ s B^ 

An * i a>*l*4*=B " 0 iv“j a +-* 

SU ‘Kfl^G-OT’; A« "+"; A tg *^‘rił®B 

tfUUmn^ń; A n-J H?A*.*C'-lAa>Afl*B 
Ai» A® AA = B "<t;A«£ 4^+^s*Wi^-5^t M l 
l xy^ ,, » B»u ^ fr£-3 **»»”; A **-* *1 AtW D-lA^fg^- 

• M 5*D«1A"; AiA-B nfirt-G-IAtfAlW-sB hott-TT^l 
®>-; A 10 -> «► A<n>~G**J A+*«►•. ©": a>a>L9h *&^"£**3"^ 
ft’*i*.©“: a>i.&; A 2ć kffTsB 'V; Ątta * oCt-P**; 
A 5 oc>e b a>o“; Ai-ii njh 4 fe4’«i>'MA.‘nc‘n- ! A‘niHW 
«B-4»E»3A. , !»-'n'»A ł ns ,, + ; A«-J 

*A;^ ,, ił»- ,, *.‘ir: *»„ a>f£JtV"[~3 **v; A 

C'; A**; X M :'V::‘n M : ^'‘.y.T&FWFtttb^B <r*i} kf%t-1 a>fl 
a»B C 4 * 0; Af-t = Alo-z A^yy.tD" 

*(Atoi>«a>“ = 888* l X'I , ‘;q)"*"<p:Aa>"; A ^ thM*B<^n.} 
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A ib-% /wwVC"J *BAV'łc*<0; A 24-? a>*n 

£«JXVO*; ĄjA^i-i 
s B HnC“ijti*nc£**3A'A , n. J ł f *'XA.t‘jAu-r 

r 6ftf"n.-] v Ył,4*'A 

Ł"]"^"; A*-« dn^“G”3A!A‘n.)L ! l-*B*4»AwHi / « p A*B 
•%; A ił-* XVj*:''A*KI‘P 1 l = B “JtWM-JM/Ato 

Ii-i 

Ł-] , Vko-:Yl|^u-.rVH!7 , ł; 

V: Al**»B A-M-l 

H 1 X J |H» I, C ,,, 3 ,, ęłCifr*+**hMH?t‘"V+A-%(!:o*-‘; 
A 15*4 <p $» frl* 1 *//hG**3 (\ ft* ~ B (rtn, C**J c^Cxl j 

A 9*«, w ®^<V : ®‘‘‘43AG‘OA/^‘'=B®^X£*.AC**J 
ACttl"; AB^t*Bl>ł» JP/VBi^+^ł;A 
i* A • B *■*; A u-** A WC-31 : *A': X A*: 

Via“: XA-^ftA>; A**Ua>łW 
Hń* ®+A^4*ń;AA-5^avnii>crscp 

D-3 <f * ®* 3 B Xm >0>~ ^ "^'Kl A ** ® 

*X (tV. [”0 “-O-Hs 'H 3 GO "O** *a>-At; 

A«-A4)M*na»tD-ołViii*nrA®-iPi^-Bn ,, r«fl ,, G 

*0 "H? A9»* i-jgflm^P^ofr-fT-gtt 

a>[S]-n"; A w A*™ic+GOXJU>A-*B'Tę] 
4 K"\T , Jh>A-; Aiw WA-ro-C-J 

* 5 • ‘rTH H+**: HTriMlf ? A #//h **-*B 

f/h£OL; A9*4i ® ł XATsBwr®BB w ; A *m &f‘P‘p'®fcV 
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L Vi** u . *0-tb= B "1 i a>*»V: “U-; A 11 -s -.fo V* : :4>Jfc<pVil 

=B Aio-zj 

iwfC—JjPep-fjs b $tti6a>- 

ł*Afr<0» B^ "%-j Alt+ lUWzBe m; A<-9A9°V« 

®»X*»HW**!A®A*<r»-*B f m : a> V *\ «f ”:CD 

L*M9®H C* *0 $ % A s A C‘;a>": ł if'A*; A fj-r l irU):a>A‘trtfB' 
r-J OlrWmntf :*»:Vs: •/& *-V * B 9b-i" 

3C*^: ‘n M : mn,m:*»": ^A i®Pi?sa»-":*fl 

A 15 x*V^ <?*»•» 8 "J*"; A«f * 
'i X*PVC-Jn , n»> X^n^'.a> ,, ja>"^-:‘|“ ; UjŁlQ,*BKtVlV£' 
'0n‘n[oi>]:'i “i 9^“. A m# iło+*-oi\|r+s®JMi“K"A+sB 

Blf4»J"D‘*3®+Aj A ** t xp>a>-iil:‘’ = & “£tT; A 20 - 3 JZ VfcC 
-J JA2*B - r; A58 o. 1-4 *x^»óa-nC—J 

A^^As^"M»^ńBU4i^A^As^ h C”«J6r;Af-« 

H » D-O A A-nikC*-J *t A<i ty?: *f «>= B •Jtf*C-3 A CńrC-J*^ 

^ > ‘i:a>ęi>'; a Y}*« 1ÓH w ::XW^*^4dV*®^A^HjK[**‘J 

c^ń"*. V*“ S B 

A ii-3 = 

afe-cD■••]*».; A «-* **f ócE~] f^iił-C ”4* 

t-0jt u»9»ct"3^^A-P V“D 

•W; A mi ń-nu-i 

‘itA-; Vty"; A A".:®??**: Otf A-^ B '7tv: AV® 

?<£>-*”; a> 0“; A 49 -21 A^M»- D-3 ©V‘ = B«,Q nfr*»-fr»*jC—JK*) 
A ii-/, X f £ = B -+-E-3 < ł ?*'; 
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®-*v. ®vtA*G**3Xl<Mł*8 "'+s®-":Tfr'C~J"CAłQ; 

A *-5 /K<PC^4** •"*i T-3 ®m ^ c B nC* *3 " ; A*f-» 

‘X 4 fc£4»["-J ©ncA** B Vn.*E~r*ó; Afs-s ft.jp -C J^YH 
= B>3k HfttjT&.J^jPI; A « n*X.*r$ "*■; A*J*®XA*HJ 
C»J®miHhsB ®X.fcA*Mr*0®fl"sJWI; 
®‘n/HA. ,, sB"$'M , 'fc-; A*-* ®^Vt-3AX J MlC+t~3+A 
£Ł.“B<5r‘r3VE‘*0' , CC]+C"0"a>'; Au-* 
frAs yP-O Pg jjft* f"C-J "A-tit/iW/rC-J »P; Ai*-* 
‘AAt-J X“ : "fn/t-sff 

W'n+A-; A 11 X4l < P*fc "C*łj]“; A24-r fafC-Jji 

fcav<yci>-sB toł-t-jahlAt* *1*04.1*1": y-B/W* 
*r**®Vi A loda. C-ft l XAi‘X5 , “; oaictG~l Ae®'«H<P 
fr* = * ^"s 0^**H { ''AX; 

ftA- 5 A B$kv "A 9 "; A<* d® 

a? sB"a>; A *t-* AtfAft E J »n«=B Dsr'C -]"P' 4 ;A2f- 
» jt«4XD»l VsB A 

l^oG- "/•?; A w HA A. 

C-3 n APob-? B VIHC-1 "CPl Ali +**A- M <Ufr*B9*» 
*A"; Aio-n 

G'0*n;Al3 %*5^lD-*V = l^*n s Xr:®V; A^ C*4= 

B "O; At»-*ftW«0 V}to«tfrtHKl4nM.;A*4'? oftfC«3 

A*X<*S B i : ® HltiH":X‘l*A"; A « ' * B 

Au-s 

Horn; A #-* A4M*s-.®*A***A:*ł*®-*=B AlTiA*1R 
^ Avc: w* H * *A» "W ; A n-4 X 
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*0 A lolt- t-t 'Jtw 

V': VłAM. »0 a>*X*ł [hJ: S.jT: V: A * óA« 

t%CłOĄ I-* W" V: "ItA--B "*nfr 

l-lm* A n-i, , >JtlNt«“3^«»>lt5‘XA5+K“-B"+ M t‘*lXl : ł' 
A ^łji^łM+A;Łs B 
Alo-i 4U’’'s<0Yr:X£''>C::'XA”sB *jrnA:®‘XfW'’; A*w 

^ nir-j V:*ni »b * v*ikj*v; 

Ą«U1'> *l\hia> u % a v« a>“ Ą 

r -* *AG-3 «>«>*£“« 0 "+* £-3 A B-5 U f'ł+f-J 

o * B 9tr"?£K. J i A i'*- 3 n*M)j. 5 V: £AW~3®£ 

<hfl^B=0 A 2r-*/fc Aft£**3 

JX»V*BAA 

»0 /“I-**] Ofrd"; A ?-0 A‘OCD-3Vin-Oł*Bff»0>'^‘|!*.''C 
C-3 M +; A «-3 + «i «>i. C...J ^- B +rt*MA«* Cft r* 
* ‘Tflfr-; A <9-10 nę*^X*‘:jPP*’ , '=0 , X**$*' , ;X“ J®*' 
frft-j A«-3 Xf lf«v: H*Z.A«sB H+Lhi A 1 * a>#C$ > 1* 

B “4 >, ‘; A-łoi a- */'3 “H"W*H;A 

w X 4 ! PVD-0 X*MW? - B 9jr* x;*i ‘l-lYiAn/kfr 

= 9 9**; A*w 'fcpyirro-t-O "' r i‘n*ł:fl>isn/Vs0 

V“; A *w -lWH+zSWl"-! 

“[+3 <P> D-3 9 a>-r3; A i* 3 & 1-4 a> V\- W V C-3® *py = B ?g» 

,, ‘fK?["0a>Vh; A9 A*W < Ł*nA^^'': 

ncwwndt") "fzJ^G'0 "1; 
A-fł-^^^A^D-O/hrtm-sB "4>“G«.J"a>-;A2f 
Jh*sa>r': 0'‘;®C=B <PIT 5 ***+*: m A."; Ai*1,£+* 
B“^»; A Md, -M 
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'HOjA*-* Afl> UTA-A": Jh,<® A 

"AV, "TAÓt-OAm *6 Tf-1 A**; A «-j *\ęęl'-l 

ł* aD*0 A": «>": ”4-; A S^-OfcC*-Jamnu-0"1 
‘AM**]’M)‘n; Aio^tf-a wikl^^ńG^AnAA-aBM^łl*ł 

a w^jHiYłKfrc^nA/h 
A"; a»lAA:n N :^<|’ M sn“: JS+; 

A*-s “WtG**! ,, + , ‘;AU-^+oi^-.n" 

"^"s n":ifn.^“ V; A*« fln/Hłs^rn* tf"*: 
*A«>sB • < H'k i H>*:tf’V*f*. ; Ą_/*£a. 2-J H/<hfC-3"tt- 

Yiob-sBM* H£“G••]'■‘n-; A*-®sniXA , iD*0#P , 1 : h*B' , At 
H<”*v/ A h-« n , m ,, =B ,, ?G-3aVVt: M ; AtMYf 

/VC-0 u'*?!:: aift^hsOfMf »B nYfA-C-'•3"jt*® ł ih / b'S«r<Mi 
A M-4 ,, ^“G*0a>tW« , i“; A 

®-ft+t-]Xl*ncsB<M* i»hC- 3>{J“ # ' A*-* *iaA%C‘"l£4 
^‘ , :-.<PAniV , *B '‘A-^t-O-^*'*. “+*■; A *-x "^n‘flt-1 *|A‘H 
*n = B "+-D-0 -H^n; A«*# "Wt-*J‘‘ir:AVfA-*B-irnE*0 
‘ , V ! “^; Ai»UAALsBroo^uA®-®; Ąi^iflltA- 
- & ‘n‘rt'CA-3 ; A 40 )h<V<n> = &''7»;A U ®<»- , Xt'.V , i‘n , X ,, »B 
"t ł i,*V's rtV; Af*-21 '••k.Ł.G- 0 V\‘Tn J --‘n«>n«B"+li. 

Aw-Ł *VlCG-0*VH'-lLtlh xr 

A^t- M X**V t£ N G‘0<Dl<hf.<&. *6 XflfV: + "[*' 
-]a>^‘? a-i* /ŁO#rvrB ‘JiA« M +fr; A^/ń+A 

A^C^D*.] ,, 'V<n t *B J.h+A^c^D‘0"^®-; A*v* ^-nA^iffD-: 
'“i£G*0 H^o u <n^sB''‘nai>.i‘ < ‘jfLQ-*3Hł ,, ;Ai<»'5a>A.c? , n-i?[- 
**3 C-3jŁó*n!hv.© ,, -.r« , naB ** B loft' &»%• ■IW* 
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A t-k Xgc<hi*>- 
u fojr, A 6 Al-10 "‘‘fAsJA*’ 

2* D~J ^ ęy •)«<o i) * ^ r 0 -r<h: »jL *i -n *» t -3 “?*;Ąn-* nia 

c-J <7 tv * 1 i-: h fv tu •%-< *v■*!'»•* <» rt - b oit h r~3 u<ny : 

V‘‘ A 1f-i A Atflfr-J X%L\ cibń =B^ 

, ‘+ , nD-3 X,tę**: cVfrt; A «-*■ “A. m* fc" s "Jtń*n D-l*"* 

^ rt V ; 5 ® *fc * B "A^ *n j X": M C?-3 rt *1C-3 ''l t *«» '• A; A 

3*<./u>?»crit'-0 X®AfX = B ?‘'£?-3om; AB'fo <?U-'-Xa>": 
*11,/IM* • lHr<Ł ! “na*: *1“.. ***?** - 8 ‘n.^U-S "f M : ilOP 'A Tl ; 
A *8-9 = "ł ,, Hr;AWJbcf»C< 

0 XVn*/iit A-s B A*>g» t *W%*F a>H%; 

A t-8 £Xt 9 s“ Jh*b*B '*V:»":oa£A a-i *1* 
ON C-0 ®- <H s <n At C**J + ots^* b "OT on C—J <NAr*K~3 *1 
A <8-9 tłkv-r in^Wiyu0qrzBi^4r+kibi<t>l ,, iiPfy:% 
Vt>; A « oM?£**<Ł" *B "Wł*! 9"; A*>•*■ 4-0 
*n -B r H <mt ; a 8 -n ax r-j* jiax *ą>i ^E-rcmj 

A 10 *tn,j A H -B <*m-; 

IZ — -HO 4 = B W, 


CONCLUSIONI 

Trascrivo ora le varianti piu significativc, sopra rifcrite in ge‘ez, del ms. 
fot. 133 (B), nella mia traduzionc latina, confrontandole eon la versione 
nella stessa lingua del Pastore di Erma (A) eseguita da d’Abbadie (pp. 
113-182); pongo inoltre tra parentesi il testo greco quando il medesimo 
corrisponde all’etiopico, in A e in B, per evidenziame la rispettiva adesione 
alfa lingua naliva dell’opera. 

A 116 [Visio II], 7 Et nuntia hoc = B add verbum (Ta f)f|paTa); A 14 horam = 
B diem (rns 1 ppepas 1 ); A 16 diem = B om; A 34 superaverunt = B omnem 
(ttóotis-); 
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A 118 [Visio III], 12 pars (|J.ćpr|) = Bfacies', A 30 applicaverunt = B commissi 
sunt (-npp.oCTiJ.evoi f|acm); 

A 119, 14-5 ne maestus sis - B ne relinąuas (oi) naucji^); A 17 explicabo = B 
add tibi (ctol); A 22 examinas - B add nec negligere (eKĆYiTflg- emp.eVoę); 

A 120, 2 tibi - B om; A 27 creverit - B consummata fuerif, 

A 121, 30 carnis = B om cum gr; 

A 122, 9 ad me = B add et intuita est me (ł fijiXetjjaaa hol); 

A 123, 5 aediftcavi = B enutrivi (eĘeOpeipa); A 8 Nunc = B audite me 
(ÓKouaaTĆ pion); A 10 corpori suo = B add et libidine corrumpunt animam 
suam. Sunt illi ąui in penuria manducant, intereunt corpora sua; A 19 nam 
venefici (cum gr) = B om; 

A 124, 17 natura vestra = B om cum gr; A 25 sellam gestatoriam = B 
faciem/superficiem\ A 32 inopinato = B om; A 34 recumbit (cum gr) = 
possidet/habet\ 

A 125, 14 mundus (cum gr) = B si; 

A 126 [Visio IV], 24 Herma, 29 Domini = B om cum gr; A 37 et immunditia = 
B om; 

A 127, 4 et locutus sum ei = B om cum gr; A 12 colabuntur = B gestabunr, 

A 128 [Visio V], 8 egeretis = B add et ambulaveritis (rropeudfjTe); A 9 
Dominus = B om cum gr; 

A 129 [Mandalum III], 14 vos = B te (aol); 

A 130 [Mandalum IV], 11 illud = B add opus (epyov); A 22 sum = B add 
valde\ 

A 132 [Mandalum V], 2 et ductor, 3 opera = B om cum gr; A 8 si = B add non\ 
A 11 daemon (cum gr) = B utique\ 

A 133, 25 accidunt = B add omni (rraai.); A 28 vobis - B tibi (aoi); A 
[Mandatum VI], 34 dic = B utiąue (Nai); 

A 134, 19 omnibus = B omni pulchra claritate (Traaris 1 apeT^ę eSó^ou); 
[Mandalum VII], 20 et rectum (cum gr), 21 igitur = B om; A 24 servant = B 
add mandatum ( tcl<s euTOKas 1 ); 

A 136 [Mandatum VIII], 17 et operare = B om cum gr; [Mandatum IX], 34 in 
corde tuo = B om cum gr; 

A 137, 20 teipsum = B om; 

A 138 [Mandatum X], 23 małe (cum gr) = B om; 

A 139, 4 est - B add non\ 

A 140 [Mandatum XI], 31 cum - B add vase\ 

A 141,4 removere = B recuperarc, A [Mandatum XII], 25 removere = add a te 
(dno aeauTOu); A 28 valde (cum gr) = B om; A 35 et = B viri (auSpój); 

A 142, 16 etfidem (cum gr) = B om; 

A 143 [Initium similitudinis], 11 [in corde ...] - 148, 15 [... tibi', ii] = B om; 

A 148, 33 acceperat = B susceperat ; 
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A 149, 9 est = B add Similitudo VI; 

A 150, 11 valde = B om; A 32 cum = B in/super, A 36 ąuia = B add magna; 

A 151, 4 in vita = B dum vilam habebant (8tl ^x 0l/Te ? a 5 sunt = B 

add haec ; A 18 octava - B VII (cum gr); 

A 152 [Similitudo IX], 28 e ramis = B om; 

A 153, 15 porrigebant alii = B adducebant ; A 17 porrigebant = B dabant; A 
19 steterunt = B om; A 21 porrigebant = B adducebant ; A 25 porrigebant = B 
veniebant\ A 27 inde = B om; A 34 admodum = B om; A 35 attulerunt = B add 
coronas (crrecfjauoi); 

A 154, 3 in turrim = om cum gr; A 20 plantavit = B add multa aąua (u8top ... 
ttoXu); 

A 155, 14 inimicitias passi sunt - B cruciati sunt (8Xi(3<dTeę); A 18 dimissae 
fuerint, 28 non, 29 et remanere = B om cum gr; A 32 qui virgas suas virides 
porrexerunt = B om; 

A 156, 12 dimidia = B add aliae; A 17 Alii (cum gr) = B omnes ; A 18 dederunt 
= B add totae virides et multae semiaridae et multae semmrides et aliae 
aridae et comestae. Et iłli omnes dimissi sunt ad socios suos. Et porrexerunt 
omnes diversi virgas suas, ąuarum duae partes erant aridae, et tertia viridis. 
Et multi ex iis quos dederunt; 

A 158, 23 abnegaverunt variis modis. Et multi ex iis (cum gr) = B om; A 27 
cito (cum gr) = B separaverunt ; A 28 nec (cum gr) = B om; 

A 159, 14 minutas = B add concupiscientiam (emOuiuasr); A 26 et haereditas 
- B om cum gr; 

A 160, 3 adjicent (cum gr) = B igitur; A 9 ostendam = B add Similitudo X ; A 
15 es (cum gr) = B sum; A 25 sicca - B siccus sine (cum gr); 

A 161, 1 habebat, 6 in ea, 13 videbatur (cum gr) = B om; A 21 stupendum = B 
add opus (TTpdy(iaTa); A 25 comprehendere (cum gr) = B om; A 35 angeli = B 
om cum gr; 

A 162, 6 et aedificare, 27 illos, 31 isti = B om cum gr; 

A 163, 19 illis = B add lapidibus (A10tou); 

A 164, 7 turre = B add et imponere illos accurate turri (Kai Tfdfjuai rapa 
tóu Tnjpyou); 

A 165, 14 imenti sunt = B om; 

A 166, 8 ex eis = B add qui necessarii sunt et imponis in structuram? Et elige 
ex eis (dę Tf)u oiKoSopny ouę Oe^eis 1 Kai app.óęeis' dę auTT|u; 
’E£eXe(;aTO eĘ aimuu); A 11 turrim = B add quia herus huius turris vult; A 
12 herus [...] quia (cum gr) = B om; 

A 168, 19 qui introit (sic) = B om cum gr; A 22 omnes = B add angeli 
(di/ycXoi); A 30 Et horum [...] gloriosorum (cum gr) = B om; 

A 169, 10 nomina (cum gr ) = B vestes; A 14 diligenter = B add et accurate; 

A 170, 16 nomen est = B om cum gr; 

A 171, 20 explicui (cum gr) = B om; 
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A 172, 18 et laetabitur (cum gr) = B om; 

A 174, 4 demonium (cum gr) = B judicium; A 30 et speciosae ( cum gr) = B 
om; A 30 fertilis (cum gr) = B arcanus ; A 31 et omnia (cum gr), 37 hominibus 
(cum gr) = B om; 

A 175, 16 puritate = B puro corde; 

A 176, 3 semper = B dum/cum ; A 6 nam [...] cogitatio (cum gr) = B om; A 7 
temptantis — B om cum gr; A 19 perpetuum - B add Domino (tuj 0cuj); A 27 
honorati [...] omnes = B om; A 30 duodecim = Bom cum gr; A 33-4 quos [...] 
rotundi sunt = B om; 

A 177, 7 visitaret = B purgaret u ; A 10 e = B ex Mo; A ex iis = B om; 

A 179, 26 crediderunt = B peccaverunt 12 ; 

A 180, 5 et justae, 14 tradidit me , 15 ecce committo vobis et = B om; A 22 
omnibus = B omni ; 

A 181,2 dixit mihi = B suscitavit ; A 7 tomi, prophetae = B om; 

A 181,8-182, 11 = B om. 

La comparazione dei testi di A c B porta innanzitutto a condividere 
quanto gia affermato da A. van Lantschoot' 3 circa la non identit& di B eon 
1’antigrafo utilizzato dal copista di A. In secondo luogo, nonostante B 
manchi di parti o parole contenute in A, tuttavia lo stesso B, non di rado, 
reca lermini o espressioni non testimoniate da A, ma che hanno riscontro 
nel testo greco del Pastore di Erma. 

E sommamente auspicabile un possibile ritrovamento di altre copie di 
Erma in ge’ez, le quali potranno, eon ogni buona probabilita, portare 
ulleriori lumi su qucsta importantissima opera del II secolo d.C., riguar- 
danti anche 1’originale testo greco, oltre che la versione etiopica gi& nota. 

Via del Corso 437 Osvaldo Raineri 

00186 Roma 


11 Manca il teslo greco; le antiche versioni latine danno: “yisitare turrem aique 
purgare/visitare eam et purgarc illam”. 

12 Anche qui manca il corrispondente testo greco, mentre quelli latini antichi hanno: 
“peccaverit/pcccaverunt”. 

13 Cf. “Un second cit., cf. n. 7, p. 95. 
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La lingua di Kriźanić: 
protoslavo, paleoslavo, panslavo, neoslavo* 

Juraj Kriźanić (Obrh, Croazia 1618 - Yicnna 1683) 1 scrisse in una lingua 
slava che non si puo identificare eon nessuna delle lingue slave, pur essendo 
affine a tutte. Kriźanić ha anche redatto una grammatica slava. 2 Mi domando 


*Questo lavoro era stato redatto in inglese per il Simposio romano sui SS. Cirillo e 
Metodio organizzato dal Pontificio Istituto Orientale nel 1985. Lo presento ora in una 
forma piit completa e in lingua italiana. 

1 A. L. Gol’dberg - I. Golub, “Bibliography”. Juraj Kriźanić (1618-1683), Russo- 
phile and Ecumenic Visionary. A symposium edited by Th. Eekman and A. Kadić 
(=Slavistic Printings and Reprintings ed. by C. H. Schooneveld, Indiana University 
292), The Hague - Paris 1976, pp. 329-352; A. L. Gol’dberg, “Bibliografija o Jurju 
Kriżaniću”, R. Pavić (red.), Żivot i djelo Jurja Kriźanića, Zbomik radova, (Biblioteka 
Politićka misao, 7), Zagreb 1974, pp. 259-277; 1. Golub, “Bibliografija o Jurju Kriżaniću 
od 1974 do 1979”, Historijski zbomik, 31-32 (Zagreb 1978-1979) 325-329; I. Golub, 
Kriźanić, Krśćanska sadaśnjost, (= Bibliofilska izdanja 16, Iskoni 3), Zagreb 1987. 

2 G. Danićić, “Gramatika Gjurgja Kriźanića”, Rad Jugoslavenske Adademije 
Znanosti i Umjetnosti 16 (1871) 159-198; M. Hattala, “O vśeslovanskćm jazyku a 
pismć”, Osveta 1 (1871) 711-714; J. Perwolf, “Kriźanić patriarcha slavistiky”, Slovansky 
sbomik 5 (1886) 1-4; J. Budilović, Obsćeslavjanskij jazyk v rjadu drugih obśćih jazykov, 
2 (Var5ava 1892) 309-319; A. Śahmatov, “Kriźanić o srbsko-horvatskom udarenii”, 
Russkij ftlologićeskij vestnik 4 (1894) 250-260; 1-2 (1895) 298-327; 3 (1895) 87-124; 4 
(1895) 204-222; V. Jagić, Isiorija slavjanskoj fdologiji, vol. 1, Sanktpeterburg 1910, pp. 
33-37; ID., Żivot i rad Jurja Kriźanića, Zagreb 1917, pp. 258-268, 459-487; J. A. van 
Son, Autour de Kriźanić, Etude historique et linguistiąue, s.l. 1934; M. Dolobko, 
“Kriźanić o russkom jazykc”, Sovetskoe jazykoznanie, 3.L. (1937) 7-41; M. Hraste, 
“Prinosi poznavanju hrvatskosrpskog jezika J. Kriźanića”, Radovi Zavoda za slavensku 
filologiju 5 (1963) 25-34; Th. Eekman, “Grammatićeskij i leksićeskij sostav jazyka Ju. 
Kriźanića”, Dutch Contributions to the V International Congress of Slavicists, The 
Hague 1963, pp. 43-77; ID., “Vuk kao reformator ćirilske ortografije i Juraj Kriźanić”, 
Beogradski univerzitet, Anali Filoloskog fakuheta 5 (1966) 85-94; ID., “Kriźanić et ses 
idćes sur 1’orthographe des alphabets latin et cyrilliąue”, Slovo 17 (1967) 60-94; M. 
Mogus, “Kriźanić kao jezikoslovac”. Kolo 6 (1968) 356-362; M. Hcaney, “Kriźanić’s 
Grammar: the Thcory of Crammatićno izkazanje and the Practice of Politika”, Oxford 
Slavonic Papers 4 (1971) 105-124; ID., ‘The Sources of Early Kriźanića”, Oxford 
Slavonic Papers 8 (1975) 101-136; J. Hamm, “Prosodijski sistem Kriźanićeva govora”, 
Żivot i djelo Jurja Kriźanića, Zagreb 1974, pp. 212-238; M. Moguś, “Kriźanićevi 
naglasci”, ibid., pp. 246-263; J. Hamm, “Kriźanić and his Accent”, in Eekman-Kadić, 
Juraj Kriźanić, v. s. nota 1, pp. 263-285; V. M. du Feu, “Common Slavonic Syntax and 
Kriżanić’s Grammar”, ibid, pp. 287-299; 1. Golub, ‘Tri jezićna spomenika iz Kriżanićeva 
rodnog kraja (1656-1672)”, Grada za povijest knjiźevnosti Hrvatske, Jugoslavenska 
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allora ąuale sia questa lingua comune slava usata da Kriżanić e di quale 
lingua abbia teorizzato scrivendone la grammatica. Per rispondere a queste 
domande ricorro alle stesse parole di Kriżanić. 

La lingua in cui SCRISSE 

Della lingua in cui scrisse quasi tutte le sue opere, inclusa la stessa 
grammatica, Kriżanić dice che “ć una specie di lingua comune”, un dialetto 
comune, una koine dialektos. 

Comc nella lingua grcca ci sono diversi dialetti e gli autori greci scrivono, 
chi in dialetto attico, chi in dorico, chi in dialetto comune e tuttavia si 
capiscono reciprocamente senza protestare, cosf anch’io spero che questo 
mio linguaggio lo capiranno tutle le tribu della nazione russa e tutti i dialetti, 
cioć i Russi stessi, gli Slavi, i Polacchi e i Cechi. Perció mi sono deciso a 
parlare cosi (come in lingua comune) affinche questo linguaggio tutti lo 
capiscano. Qui non c’e nulla di forestiero, sia nelle parole che nella struttura 
della frase. E ąuanto alla formazione delle parole e delle loro desinenze, ho 


Akademija Znanosli i Umjctnosti, 32 (1978) 123-164; A. Peco, “Kriźanićevi pogledi na 
srpskohrvatski jezik i njegove dijalekie”, Jużnoslovenski filolog 37 (1981) 151-177; 1. 
Golub, Slavensivo Jurja Kriźanića. O tristotoj godiśnjici Kriżanićeve smrii, (= Radovi o 
Żivotu i djelu J. Krizanića 2), Zagreb 1983; ID., “Općeslavenski jezik J. Kriźanića iliti 
slavenski koine dialektos”, Glasnik UNESCO-a 36 (1983) 38-39; ID., “Slavenska koinć 
J. Kriźanića”, Slovo 36 (1986): Tisuću i sto godina od smrti Metodijeve: Ćirilo- 
Metodsko kuIturno-knjiżevno nasljede u Hrvata, pp. 58-88; ID., “The Slavic Idea of Juraj 
Kriżanić”, Har/ard Ukrainian Studies, Special Issue: Concept of Nationhood in Early 
Modern Eastem Europę, 10 (1986) 438-491; ID., Kriżanić, Zagreb 1987; Rudolf 
Filipović (red.), Kriianićev dopńnos shvenskoj filologiji, Znanslveni skup u povodu 
300, obljetnice smrti Jurja Kriźanića (1683-1983), Zbomik radova III, Zagreb 1990; J. 
Hamm, “Kriżanić u slavistici danas”, op. cit., pp. 1-9; S. Babić, “Tvorba rijcci u Kriżani- 
ćevoj Gramatici”, op. cit., pp. 11-17; V. Behin’ova, “Soobśćenija I. Dobrovskogo i P. J. 
Safarżika o Grammatike Kriźanića”, op. cit., pp. 19-29; R. Bogiśić, “Juraj Kriżanić u 
kontekstu hrvatske knjiźevnosti 17. stoljeća”, op. cit., pp. 19-55; S. Bonazza, “Dic 
Italienische Sprache und Kultur bei Juraj Kriżanić”, op. cit. pp. 57-62; D. Brozović, 
“Juraj Kriżanić —jedan od pionira interlingvistike”, op. cit. pp. 71-76; Th. Eckman, 
“Kriżanić as Lexikographer”, op. cit., pp. 77-85; M. Heaney, “How Many Languages did 
Kriżanić know?”, op. cit., pp. 87-100; M. Kravar, “O antibarbarusu Kriżanićevc 
‘Grammatike’”, op. cit., 125-143; M. Moguś, “Hrvaiska gramatika u Kriżanićevoj 
Gramatici”, op. cit., pp. 145-159; D. Moszyńska, “Wiarygodność polskiego materiału 
egzemplifikacyjnego w Gramatyce rosyjskiej Juraja Kriźanića z r. 1666”, op. cit., pp. 
161-167; L. Moszyrfski, “Funkcja poloników w Gramatyce rosyjskiej Juraja Kriźanića z 
r. 1666 — najstarszej kontrastywno-normatywncj gramatyce słowiańskiej”, op. cit., pp. 
169-175; I. E. Moźaeva, “Lingvistićeskie trudy Jurja Kriźanića o ocenke russkih 
ućenyh”, op. cit., pp. 177-183; A. Peco, “Juraj Kriżanić kao dijaleklolog”, op. cit. pp. 
185-192; S. Teżak, “Hrvatske rijeći u Kriżanićevim ieksiovima i danaśnji ribnićki 
govor”, op. cit., pp. 193-207; J. Vonćina, “Juraj Kriżanić i jezik ozaljskoga kruga", op. 
cit. 209-212; I. Golub, The Slavic Yision of Juraj Kriżanić, Zagreb - Dubrovnik 1993. 
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scelto Ie piu comuni, ossia piu usaLe nei nostri numerosi dialeLti, secondo che 
giudicavo piu conveniente. Ognuno parli e scriva come giudica piu bello, 
secondo la parola dcli’Apostolo: Ognuno segua la sua opinionc. 3 

Da queste parole di Kriźanić e chiaro che la lingua da lui usata vuole 
essere una lingua comune slava, una koinć slava, che si riferisce alle diverse 
lingue slave, cosi come il dialetto comune, koine dialektos, si riferisce ai 
dialetti greci attico e dorico, non in altemativa ma come soluzione aggiunta. 
La lingua usata da Krizanić deve essere comprensibile a tutti gli Slavi: 
Russi, Slavi (cioć Croati, Serbi e Bulgari), Polacchi e Cechi, proprio come il 
dialetto comune era comprensibile a tutti i Greci. E finalmente la lingua di 
Krizanić non e una lingua esclusiva, ma facoltativa, perche, come Kriianić 
stesso dice, “Ognuno scriva come gli parę piu bello”. Lui stesso infalti trova 
piu bello scrivere come sceglie di farę. 

Ma questa lingua comune — la sua koine slava — era dawero 
comprensibile a tutti gli Slavi, come lui spera e desidera? Credo di si, dato il 
suo strato paleoslavo, familiare a tutti gli Slavi Ortodossi abituati alla litur¬ 
gia ecclesiastica slava e comprensibile agli Slavi Cattolici (Croati e Cechi) 
che usano il paleoslavo nei loro libri lilurgici. Comunque Krizanić introduce 
degli accorgimenti che facilitano la comprensibilita della sua lingua da parte 
di tutti gli Slavi: il suo lessico ć preso dalie diver.se lingue slave parlate. 
Dispone anche abilmenle i sinonimi di contatto e di vicinanza, cosicche le 
parole di una lingua si spicghino eon quelle di un’altra. 4 

LA LINGUA TEOR1ZZATA DA KRIŻANIĆ 

Juraj Kriźanić ha redatto una grammatica slava: Grammatićno izkazanje 
ob ruskom jeziku. L’ha terminata nel 1665 a Tobolsk in Siberia. Di quale 
lingua ha composto la grammatica? Nella prefazione Krtf.anić risponde a 
questa domanda. 

Prima di lutto bisogna sapere eon quale nome chiamare questa lingua della 
quale, eon 1’aiulo di Dio, abbiamo dcciso di trattare. Infatti, erroneamente 
viene chiamata lingua slava la lingua in cui scriviamo libri e celebriamo la 
divina liturgia. Bisogncrcbbc chiamarlo piuttosto lingua russa. Una volta, 


3 Juraj Krizanić, Gramatićno izkazanje ob maskom jeziku , Jugoslavenska akademija 
znanosli i umjetnosli u Zagrcbu, Sabrana djcla Jurja Krizanića, vol. 2, red. R. Filipović, 
priredio i uvodnu raspravu napisao J. Hamm, Zagreb 1984, p.47. 

4 Thomas Eekman ha fatto 1’analisi della Grammatica e del lcssico di Krizanić 
neirarticolo citato, “Gramatićeskij i leksićeskij sostav jazyka Jurja Kriźanića”. Le fonii 
della lingua di Krizanić sono invece in parte esaminate da Michael Heancy neirarticolo 
citato, “The Sources of Early Kriżanica”. 
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nella nostra nazione c’erano sei regni e a tutt’oggi ci sono sei popoli e sei 
diversi dialetti: dei Russi, dci Polacchi, dci Ccchi, dci Bulgari e di Serbi e 
Croati. Questi tre ultimi si chiamano eon il nome comune di Slavi o di 
Transdanubiani. Fra tutte queste suddivisioni la piu antica b costituita dal 
popolo e dal nomc russo, origine di tutti gli altri. Solo ąuesto nome, noto agli 
antichi scrittori greci e romani, si legge nci libri antichi. Siccome tutte lc allre 
sLirpi (pokoljenja) provengono dai Russi, necessariamente i loro nomi sono 
piu recenti del nomc russo e non polevano csscrc noti agli scrittori antichi. 
Soltanto gli scrittori stranieri degli ultimi secoli (scrittori della nostra stirpc 
non ce ne sono) racconlano che nel tempo deirimpcratore Maurizio gli Slavi 
hanno attraversato il Danubio e sono apparsi nelle province delPimpero 
romano, nelle ąuali fino ad oggi rimangono. AlPinizio si chiamavano eon 
1’unico nome di Slavi. Ma dopo un certo tempo, avendo sottomesso vaste 
province, si sono suddivisi in tre regni. E dai loro duchi furono chiamati 
Bulgari, Serbi e Croati. Gli altri gruppi del popolo Russo, vencndo 
dairOriente verso 1’Occidente, hanno preso stanza al di qu& del Danubio, 
nelle diverse province e hanno fondato i regni Polacco, Moravo owero 
Ceco. 

Siccome gli Slavi guerreggiavano incessantemente eon i Greci c i Romani e 
avevano conquistato non poche province delPimpero, percio dai modemi 
Greci il nome slavo divenne piu noto che il nomc comune dcIPintera nazione 
— cioć del nome russo. E questo c causa del soprannominato errore: che i 
Greci modemi nei loro libri menzionino piu spesso il nome slavo. E ai nostri 
storici b venuta 1’idea che 1’origine della nostra nazione siano gli Slavi, quasi 
che i Russi, i Polacchi e i Cechi siano venuli di la. Siccome la generazione 
russa e il nome russo sono noti agli scrittori antichi e la stirpc eon questo 
nome abita da sempre nella sua patria, la Russia, mentre gli altri gruppi 
uscirono tutti dalia Russia e sono apparsi come nuovi ospiti nelle terre in cui 
adesso abitano, c chiaro che la tribu russa c il nome russo sono alPoriginc c 
alla radice di tutti gli altri. Percio quando vogliamo comprendere eon un 
nome comune tutte le nostre sei stirpi e tutti i sei dialetti, non conviene 
chiamarli eon il nome recente di slavo, ma eon il nome primordiale e 
originario di russo. E cosi il dialctto russo non e iYulto di dialello slavo, bensi 
piuttosto i dialetti slavo, ccco e polacco discendono dalia lingua russa. E, in 
particolare, la lingua nella quale scriviamo i libri non e, nć puó chiamarsi 
legittimamente slava, ma lingua russa letteraria o antica. Primariamente 
perchć questo dialetto e radice dei cinque o sei altri dialetti, e dunque nacque 
senza dubbio presso la stirpe piu antica, cioć presso i Russi. Secondaria- 
mente, perchć questa lingua letteraria b molto piu simile al dialetto russo 
comune odierno, che a qualunquc altro dialello slavo. 5 


J. Kriżanić, Gramatićno izkazanje, pp. 47-48, v. s. nota 3. 
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AlPinizio della Prefazione, Kriżanić ponc la domanda, come si debba 
chiamare la lingua di cui intende scrivere la grammatica. E risponde, nel 
brano importante appena cilaio, sia in maniera negativa, escludendo i nomi 
erronei, sia in maniera positiva, indicando come si debba chiamarla. Non si 
puo chiamarla lingua slava, perche questo nome 6 pars pro toto. E inlatti il 
nome della lingua degli Slavi Transdanubiani: Bulgari, Serbi e Croati. Solo 
dagli scrittori stranieri recenti il nome slavo t esteso anche alla lingua dei 
Russi, dei Polacchi, dei Cechi e quindi alPinsieme delle lingue slave. In 
particolare, non si puó chiamare lingua slava la lingua “in cui scriviamo i 
libri” e celebriamo la divina liturgia, cioć la lingua paleoslava. 

Come bisogna allora chiamare la lingua della quale Kriżanić scrive la 
grammatica? Bisogna chiamarla lingua russa, pcrche il nome russo t Pantico 
originale e comprende Pinsieme delle lingue slave, tutte provenienti dalia 
lingua russa, come suoi dialetti. 6 II russo viene chiamato lingua e le altre 
lingue slave vengono chiamate dialetti della lingua russa. La lingua russa 
comprende quindi, non solo la lingua che si parła in Russia, 7 ma Pinsieme 
delle lingue slave, cioć la lingua russa, la polacca, la ceca, la bulgara, la 
serba, la croata e, si capisce, la paleoslava, in primo luogo chiamata lingua. 
“Perció, quando vogliamo comprendere eon un solo nome tutte le nostre sei 
stirpi e tutti i sei dialetti, non conviene chiamarli eon il nome recente di 
slavo, ma eon il nome primordiale e originario di russo ... specialmente trat- 
tandosi della lingua nella quale scriviamo i libri”. 8 In questo senso bisogna 
capire il titolo che Kriżanić dii alla sua grammatica, di “Repertorio gramma- 
ticale della lingua russa” — Gramatićno izkazanje ob russkom jeziku. 

Vuol dire che la Grammatica di Kriżanić e grammatica delPinsieme 
delle lingue slave: paleoslava (in primo luogo), russa, polacca, ceca, bulgara, 
serba e croata. In termini odiemi la Grammatica di Kriżanić si chiamerebbe 


6 “Otmfna” vuol dire dialetto: “1 otmfni bo v'jezfku (kóje Grćki zovut Dijalćktmi)”, 
Ibid., p. 211. 

7 In un allro luogo Kriżanić dice che per lingua comune russa intende la lingua chc si 
parła nella Grandę Russia. J. Kriżanić, Objasnenje vivodno o pisme slovenskom, 
Jugoslavenska akademija znanosli i umjetnosti u Zagrebu, Sabrana djela Jurja Kriżanića. 
vol. 1, V. Stipetić, red., Priredio, uvod napisao i tekst preveo Josip Hamm, Zagreb 1983, 
p. 39. 

8 J. Kriżanić, Gramatićno izkazanje, p. 48, v. s. nota 3. 
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“Repertorio grammaticale delle lingue slave” oppure “Repertorio grammaLi- 
cale delTinsieme delle lingue slave”. 9 

Grammatica correttiva 

Di che tipo di grammatica si tratta? Di una grammatica originale e unica, 
cioe di una grammatica correttiva. Kriżanić vuole infatti correggere dai loro 
errori le lingue slave, corrotte da influssi di lingue straniere. Avendo lasciato 
la loro patria primeva, la Russia, gli Slavi, caduti sotlo il potere dei popoli 
germanici, degli Unghcresi, dcgli Italiani e dei Turchi, hanno depravato e in 
certo senso anche perduto la purezza della lingua, particolarmente quanto al 
patrimonio lessicale. E hanno preso da varie parti parole straniere. Cosi, per 


9 Nel corpo della Grammatica di Kriżanić ć rimasta la terminologia di “lingua slava” 
invece chc “di lingua russa”. Nella Nota previa alla Prefazione della Grammatica, 
Kriżanić nomina “slava” la lingua paleoslava. Ma ąuando la Grammatica c gia finita e 
trascritta, Kriżanić si ricrede, dichiarando che non si deve parlare di lingua slava, ma di 
lingua russa. Ibid., p. 47. "Lingua slava” indica le lingue, bulgara, serba e croata. Ibid., p. 
48. L’insieme delle lingue russa, polacca, ceca, bulgara, serba e croata e della lingua 
paleosIava, nel corpo della Grammatica, Kriżanić lo dice "lingua slava”: “Vł Ruskom, 
vi> Hervatskom, i pó prostu vo vsem SlovTnskom jeziku...” ibid., p. 89; “...iii da bi vi> 
Slovfnskom jezfku nćbilo rizvoga glasa Gśma’’ ibid., p. 164; “Vo vsćm slovinskom 
jeziku neobritśjetse ni jedina korenfćna rić, gdi bi bila koją glasnfca udvojenś, jliti 
usugublbena”, ibid., p. 167. La protolingua slava, in parte conservata in ogni lingua slava 
c, soprattutto, nella paleoslava, Kriżanić la chiama “lingua slava”: “I zarad togó vb 
jcdinom Hervatskom izróku ćujutse vlaki pravilni: Izvimob Sloyfnskob beside priv]astni. 
— 1 kulfko jest jóS doselt ostślo Slovinskogo ćistś jezika: tamo se jest obritślo za nśSego 
dltinstva”, ibid., p. 213. Per quanto riguarda la terminologia di “lingua slava” e di “lingua 
russa”, il titolo della Grammatica, Repertorio grammaticale della lingua russa, e il tcsto 
della Grammatica stessa, che parła di “lingua slava”, non si accordano. Tale incoerenza 
ha causato la confusione che si riflette nella bibliografia linguistica sull’argomento. 
Spero di averchiarito ąuesto problema fondamentale, della lingua circa la quale Kriżanić 
scrive la sua Grammatica e di quclla in cui rcdige le sue opere. Quando enumera le 
lingue slave, Kriżanić non fa menzione della lingua slovena (camica). Eppure, tra le 
lingue che conosce e cita, figura anche la lingua camica. Inolire, nella lite eon la Sacra 
Romana Rota sulla provincia illirica, Kriżanić sostiene 1’appartencnza degli Sloveni agli 
Slavi, Al suo tempo la Camiola, la Sliria e la Carinzia faccvano parte della Slovenia. (S. 
A. Belokurov, Jurij Kriżanić v Rossii, Moskva 1902, Prilożenija, p. 192; I. Golub, “Juraj 
Kriżanić i pitanje prava SIovenaca na svetojeronimske ustanyoe u Rimu”, Historijski 
zbomik 21-22 (1968-1969) 213-258). Nella sua Grammatica, Kriżanić parła anche degli 
Sloveni della Camiola e prende a esempio la loro lingua: “I Camiolani dicono — i ćto 
Krśbinci yelet, So slovesom”, p. 76. Nella lingua russa, Kriżanić fa una triplice 
suddivisione: 1) lingua russa comune, genuina o di base, che si parła nella Grandę 
Russia; 2) lingua bielorussa, mescolanza di russo e di polacco e 3) lingua letteraria o dei 
traduttori, mistura di greco e di russo antico. (J. Kriżanić, Objasnhenje vivodno o pisme 
slovenskom, Zagreb 1983, p. 39, v. s. nota 7). 
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esempio, la lingua bulgara e molLo corrotta. La polacca ha quasi la meta 
delle parole di origine stranicra. La ceca & pili pura della polacca, ma c 
anch’essa corrotla. Nclla lingua dei Croati e dei Serbi, una parola b russa, 
un’allra ungherese, la terza tedesca, la quarla turca, la quinta greca, italiana 
o albanese. Per quanto riguarda il lessico, la lingua russa, piu di qualunque 
altra lingua slava, ha parole proprie e adatte, perche gli atti ufficiali c gli 
affari sono trattati nella lingua originaria. La lingua bielorussa e ancora piu 
corrotta della lingua croata e della polacca. Per quanto riguarda lc regole 
grammaticali e la prosodia, neppure in Russia la grammatica lrova il suo 
posto. 10 

E la lingua ecclesiastica slava? 

Che dirc dci libri sacri divini ed ecclcsiastici chc furono tradotti dai Greci? 
Non b necessario rispondere. Le operę stesse parlano. Non guardiamo al falto 
che i traduttori hanno inserito senza necessita nei vari libri parole greche e 
tcdesche — anche di latine ce ne sono parecchie — ma dobbiamo sotloporrc 
a severa critica il fatto che i Greci abbiano informato tutta la struttura c la 
forma della nostra lingua sul modello della loro e 1’hanno cambiata a tal 
punto che essa non c nć greca nć russa. ... Melezio Smotricki e ben degno di 
essere ricordato e lodato per il lavoro cui si e consacrato e il suo impegno per 
il bene comune, quando scriveva la Grammatica. Ma avrebbe reso maggior 
servizio alla nazione se non si fosse lasciato intimidire dal rispetto servile 
delle traduzioni greche e non avesse voluto trasformarc la nostra lingua sui 
modellli greci e latini. Ogni lingua ha le sue regole, diverse da quelle delle 
altre. Non si puó correggere una lingua in base ai modelli e alle regole di 
un’altra. n 

E la lingua croata? 

Per quanto riguarda lc regole grammaticali, non si sentono altrove accenti 
altrettanto giusti, nć pronuncia cosi pura di parole, sia genuine che slranicre, 
ne forma dcl discorso altrettanto simile alToriginaria russa, come presso i 
Croati. Non peró dappertutto, bensi csclusivamente in un piccolo angolo 
della regione presso il fiume Kupa, nel territorio delle citt& fortificate di 
Dubovac, Ozalj e Ribnik. 12 

La lingua croata, lingua malcma di Kriźanić, non c soltanto la piu vicina 
alla lingua primeva, originaria slava, ma e anche la piu bella di tutte le 


10 J. Kriźanić, Gramatićno izkazanje, p. 49, v. s. nota 3. 

11 Ibid., p. 50. 

12 Ibid., p. 49. 
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lingue slave: come il dialctto attico dei Greci era piu bello degli altri, cosi ii 
croato e piu bello dellc altre lingue slave. 13 

Tutto sommato, per quanlo riguarda le regole grammaticali, la lingua 
croata b pić vicina alla lingua originaria slava ed 6 la piu bella delle lingue 
slave. II lessico invece & piu puro e piu ricco presso i Russi nella loro lingua. 
Lo stało delle altre lingue, quanto al lessico e alle regole grammaticali, b 
deplorevole. Percib nella sua Grammatica, Kriżanić presenta spesso, come 
modello, gli elementi della lingua croata e, non di rado, della lingua russa. 
Critica invece la lingua polacca e le altre lingue slave. Dice, per esempio: 
“Dalia pronuncia croata bisogna trarre la regola — Iz Hervatskoga adda 
Izróka jest trfba pravilo lvont”. 14 

Ma in qualche caso Kriżanić preferisce il russo al croato: “Non conviene 
che lo scrittore segua la desinenza croata, ma deve usare la desinenza russa 
comune”. 15 In altro caso trova le duc lingue altrettanto correlte da essere 
proposte ugualmente a modello: “Questo lo si dice piu correttamente in 
russo e in croato”. 16 

Melezio Smotricki, eon la sua Grammatica della lingua (paleo)slava 
voleva adattare al modello greco la lingua (paleo)slava. 17 In lal modo ha 
prodotto enormi danni. Kriżanić polemizza perció eon Smotricki. E come 
nella sua Politica, Kriżanić polemizza eon Oleario, tanto da famę una specie 
di “Anti-Olearius”, cosi egli la della sua Grammatica una specie di “Anti- 
Smotricki”. 

La purifieazione della lingua slava, cioć dell’insieme delle lingue slave o 
di ogni singola lingua, ha come scopo di libcrarle di elementi estranei, tanio 
nel lessico quanto nella morfologia. Come in Politica, cosi anchc nella sua 
Grammatica, Kriżanić combatte la xenomania, la xenopistia e la xenarchia 
degli Slavi. Per mezzo della correzione degli errori sembra che voglia 
awicinare le lingue slave, particolarmente la lingua veteroslava, alla lingua 


13 "I po sćb prićfne ćinii se Hervatska otmfna Ifplba ot ostalnih: ravnó kakot i vi> 
Grććskih otmfnah Atićanska otmfna procinbśjetse bit Ifplba ot ostalnih ćetfrih otrmn (ot 
Jónskije, Jcjólskijc, Dórskije, i Obćijc)”. Ibid., p. 182. 

14 Ibid., p. 63. “A joś lfplbe po Hervdtsku na U”. Ibid., p. 77. 

15 “Vi> ovom, i vo jnih nfkobih rmsleh, negoditse pisatclbu slTdft Hervatskogo 
okonćanja (:buduć óno dalekó olmfnno ot Ruskogo dobrogó:) nó uzivśl jest Ruskogo 
obićnogo okonćanja: ako nćbudet skdzno”. Ibid., p. 179. 

16 “Prśvije se velTt po Rusku, na OGO: i po Hervaisku na OGA: Velikogo, 
Velikoga”. Ibid., p. 181. 

17 Gramatika slavjanskaja, 1619, 1629, 1648 e 1721. 
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primeva, originaria, che lui chiama russa, Insisto sulPawicinare, perche 
Kriżanić non vuole ridurre le lingue slave a questa lingua primeva. Ogni 
singola lingua slava deve sussistere come tale, ma non nella sua corruzione 
atluale; bensi in uno stato nuovo di purificazione, di rifoima, una specie di 
neoslavo, altraverso la correzione suggerita dalia sua Grammatica. 

La lingua paleoslava, liberała dalie catene grammaticali grechc, in cui 
1’hanno imprigionata i traduttori greci dei libri divini e ecclesiastici e lo 
stesso grammatico Smotricki, potrebbe ora, purificata secondo la 
Grammatica di Kriżanić, awicinarsi alla lingua primeva slava, anzi diver- 
rebbe quasi la lingua primeva slava reslaurata. 

Normę della correzione 

Quali criteri e quali normę segue Kriżanić nella sua proposta di 
correzione della lingua slava? Ecco alcuni criteri e alcune normę che deduco 
dalia sua Grammatica. 

Prima regola: “Una lingua ha le sue regole, diverse da quelle di altre 
lingue e non si pub correggcre una lingua in base al modello di un’altra, o 
secondo le regole di una lingua straniera”.' 8 

La seconda norma nella correzione della lingua slava, o delle lingue 
slave, t quella del linguaggio vivo. Quando Kriżanić esamina i singoli casi e 
i singoli fenomeni linguistici, anche del paleoslavo, controlla sempre se si 
verificano nelle lingue vive. In caso contrario li lascia cadere. Ecco alcuni 
esempi: “Smotricki usa dire: Due duci, due giudici. Questo t linguaggio 
arbitrario che non si sente mai”.' 9 In altro caso che spetta alla lingua russa, 
Kriżanić dice: “Non si sente mai dire dalia gente, ne sappiamo in che paese, 
ne quando anticamente si usasse dire”. 20 Secondo lui, i traduttori (in 
paleoslavo) della Bibbia e della liturgia, seguendo i modelli greci, hanno 
introdolto lorme grammaticali mai usate dalia gente. 2 ' In altro conleslo 


18 “Vsdkib bo jeztk jimajet svoja vlastfta prdvila, raznfta ot Jnih: i nemóżetse po 
jnogo jeztka uzóreh tlili prdvileh izpravlb5t”. J. Kriżanić, Gramatićno izkazanje , p. 50. 

19 “A ćto Smotrickib udajel ovako govorii: Dva vojvóda, Dva sudfja: tó jest naprasno 
izdumano, i ntgdiz nesltśeno izrećenje”. Ibid., p. 73. 

20 “...a skład AG ntgdiże vb lbudćh neslliśitse: i ncvTmó, vb kójeb stranś, i kogda vb 
predavnih vikeh bt bil użTvan”. Ibid., p. 88. 

21 “A buduć jeże u Grćkov jest prelisno vnógo użivanje medolbenja: zato sut 
prevódniki izdumali u nśs takóvoż terpilno (:Sadaśtibego vrfmena:) Medolbenjc: i ot 
tojćż pervije vnożinnije osobt, Mi Lbubfm, tvorćt nóvu i nfgdiż vł lbudćh nesltśanu n£, 
LbUBlM, Lbbtma, Lbubtmo". Ibid., p. 143. 
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grammaticale, dice: “Tradurre cosi non vuol dire tradurre, ma vuol dire 
tradire la lingua, perchć tale linguaggio non e in uso nella nostra lingua”. 22 

Insisto su questa norma di Kriźanid, perche in scritti su di lui si lrova 
raffermazione che Kriźanid volesse creare, o avesse di fatto ereato, un 
esperanto slavo. Non 6 vero. L’esperanto e una lingua artificiale. E Kriźanid, 
come abbiamo visto, voleva purificare la lingua di quanlo non fosse 
confermato dall’uso vivo. 

Terza regola: Kriźanid preferisce le formę comuni alla maggior parte 
delle lingue slave. E tale regola egli la pratica, sia nella lingua che scrivc, 23 
sia nella lingua della quale scrive la Grammatica . 24 

Quarta regola: Ogni lingua slava deve conscrvare le proprie formę, 
eccetto quelle erronec. 25 

Quinta regola: Possono darsi piu formę diverse, ugualmente corrette 26 o 
almeno lollerabili. 27 

Scsta regola: Se una forma e in uso, pub rimanere anchc se ce n’e 
un’altra migliore. 28 


22 “Ćto Grćki velet, TTope uopeuou aiiTOu to nśśi prevódniki prevódet na Protivnib 
pregfb: Iduśtu emu. Zato jeże Grććski Izkemik, i naś Protivnik, óbadva jednako izhódet 
na U ... Ali pak sfce prevodft, nist prevodft, nó prevraćśt jezik. Takóva bo govorenja 
nfgdiźe nist vt obicaju vb naSem jeziku. Ino vb prćm, ćto Horścib Rimskib pisśtelb 
(: priverstujuć svob jez.fk ko Grććskomu:) velit, Nobis non licet esse tam disertis: Qui 
Musas colimus seueriores: tóż i mi morśjem rmslit ób sebi. Rekśi, Jeże nam ne goditse 
bit tdko razgóvómim: kóbim jest danś tisnfja besida”. Ibid., p. 205. 

23 “A pretvóri i zaverSanja rićem takóva izbrah, kója sut obdenfja, fliti vnóźim nśSim 
otminam obićna”. Ibid., p. 47. 

24 “A pri tonkih neglasnfcah możćt stój At AGO: kt, Velikago, Dobragó. Ali mi pśće 
hvalim OGO: Velikogo, Dobrogó. Zato jeż sklśd GO jest obfćen Rusjanom, Hervatom, 
Sćrbom, i Ććhorn”, Ibid., p. 88. “Rusjani, Lehi, Hervatf, i Sćrbi, prśvo i rizvo izrikśjul 
slóvo Glagol: ravnó kakó Greki Gama. A Bilorusjani, i Ćehi, jesut izgubili pravib glas: i 
izrikśjut nikako spodóbno ko Him. Piśut Glavó, Goń, Grad: a ciut, budto Hlava, Hora, 
Hrad. Tim se obludżdjut i nikobi Rusjani: i za lipo poeitśjul takóvo kmetsko, bludno, i 
premerzko izrikanjc”. Ibid., p. 164. 

25 Ibid., p. 133. 

26 Ibid., p. 139. 

27 “Vt> misto Grććskije rići Antistśtis, mćrzko jest udumana i stejana rić Supostat. 
Prśvo reci: Suprotivnik, iii Suvrażnik: móżetse terpft i Suprotstojatelb”. Ibid., p. 151. 

28 “Vt naśem jeziku jmena Pridivna ne stojet vt misto Obstójnih: I zato, gdi Lćhi 
velet, Ovćarnba, Pekamba ltplbe bi rćć: Ovćamica, Pekamica. Ali vćd dlba radi 
zavzetogó zakóna móźet se dobró rćć i Pekarnba, Povarnba, Tovamba, Konbuśnba: 
Obidnba, Većemba, Vsenóćnba, Jutemba: i Većemica, Vsenóćnica, Jutemica”. Ibid., p. 
101 . 
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Settima regola: Ci sono formę che bisogna ad ogni costo correggere. 
Allre, la cui correzione e raccomandabile. Infine c’e la categoria delle formę 
che non si possono, ne si devono correggere. 29 

Ottava regola: Con la proposta di correzione delle lingue slave, Krizanić 
non le riduce tutte a una sola lingua, ma in ogni singola lingua corregge gli 
errori, lasciando a ciascuna la sua idenlitil. 

Nona regola: Scrivere come si parła: A ciascun fonema un grafema. 
“Come parliamo, cosi conviene anche scrivere”. 30 “Non bisogna scrivere 
un’articolazione con due segni”. 31 “Conviene che un’articolazione si scriva 
con una lettera e non con due’’. 32 

LO SCOPO DELLA GRAMMATICA 

Krizanić scrive la sua Grammatica perche la lingua slava, o 1’insieme 
delle lingue slave, sono corrolli e hanno bisogno di essere riportati alla 
purezza lessicale e morfologica. Krizanić nella prefazione alla sua Gramma¬ 
tica la chiama un lavoro di denuncia e di correzione degli errori di lingua. 
Lui stesso da la definizione della sua Grammatica : e correttiva e polemica. 
E dawero una grammatica unica, sui generis. 

Un altro motivo spinge Kriźanić a scrivere la sua Grammatica: lo scisma 
degli Starovieri o Vecchi Credenti, scoppiato alFoccasione della traduzione 
dei libri liturgici. Kriźanić nega che gli errori di traduzione, quando non 
cambiano sostanzialmente il senso, siano ragione sufficiente di scisma. Ció 
nonostante, la proposta di correggere la lingua e di per se buona. Kriźanić 
cita in proposito S. Girolamo: “Non si devono disprezzare le piccole cose 
senza cui le grandi non possono sussislere”. 33 

Con la sua Grammatica, Kriźanić voleva offrire un aiuto anche a coloro 
che, al pari di lui, intraprendono la traduzione della Bibbia e dei libri 
liturgici. Del resto, Kriźanić ha scritto cosa pensasse lui stesso della sua 
Grammatica, dawero unica e originale: 

Se qualcuno mi domandera: E tu cosa dici dcl tuo Repertorio grammaticale? 

Lo credi perfetto c sufficiente per la correzione della lingua? Rispondo che 


29 Ibid., pp. 74-77. 

30 “Alfti kako govorim, tako sc godit i pTsdt”. Ibid., p. 165. 

31 “I nepoiribno se pTSet jeden glas dvfmi ćerlfnami”. Ibid., p. 166. 

32 “Alipak gódno bi bilo: da bismo vsdkib jeden glas, jednim slóvom pisali, a ne 
dvfmi: i vsśko jednó slóvo jednim glasom izrikdli, a nś dvimi”. Ibid., p. 172. 

33 Ibid., p. 50. 



476 


Ivan Golub 


uno non puó conoscerc tulto, pauicolarmente se non tratLa eon gli altri e non 
li consulta, come b accaduto a me peccatore, facendo quest’opera senza 
nessuna consultazione. Non mi e stato possibile esaminare e prowedere 
adeguatamente pcrche, per i miei peccati, vivo separato dalia comunicazione 
umana e dal consesso degli uomini. Perció, non ho potuto, ne posso finire il 
Dizionario o i Libri di parole in cui si espongano e spieghino tutti i termini 
secondo 1’ordine alfabetico. — E di questa Grammatica, ecco quanto penso 
e giudico: lutte le maggiori difficolta vi sono abbastanza enumerate e 
chiarite, di modo che sia aperta finalmenle una breccia per il futuro lavoro 
degli operai che verranno in seguito. E lti dove non ho visto qualcosa per 
trascuratezza o per errore, sara d’ora in poi piu facile, ad altri che lo 
vogliano, argomentarc, completare e correggere. Scritto in Siberia, il giorno 
terzo d’ottobre delTanno 1665”. 1,4 

La KOINE SLAVA Dl JURAJ KRIŻANIĆ 

Kriżanić ha da farę in realia eon due tipi di koine slava, l’una creata da 
lui e 1’altra da lui riformata. Nella prima, la koine da lui creata, Kriżanić 
scrive quasi tutte le sue opere. La seconda la corregge e riforma componen- 
done la grammatica. A Kriżanić 6 chiaro che latino e paleoslavo sono due 
lingue universali. La lingua paleoslava nel tempo della Controriforma, cioć 
delLepoca di Kriżanić, comincia ad esserc considerata come “il latino degli 
Slavi”, come la loro lingua classica ed ecclesiastica. II rapporto tra la lingua 
paleoslava e le varie lingue slave e simile al rapporto fra il latino e le lingue 
romanze. 35 Kriżanić si impegna alla correzione della lingua paleoslava. 
Questi due tipi di koine slava non devono nć minacciare, ne sostituire le 
lingue slave vive. Queste si rapportano ai due tipi di koine slava come i 
dialetti greci alla koine grcca. Con la differenza che la lingua paleoslava b 
protolingua slava o russa, come lui dice. 

ISPIRAZIONIE INFLUSS1 

Donde b venuta a Juraj Kriżanić 1’ispirazione a questa sua particolare 
seelta linguistica? Probabilmenle si tratta non di un solo movente, bensf di 


34 Ibid., p. 51. 

35 R. Malhiesen, ‘The Church Slavonic Language Quescion; An Overview (IX-XX 
Centuries)”, Aspecis of the Slavic Language Question , Volume I, Church - Slavonic - 
South Slavic - West Slavic , Ediled by R. Picchio and H. Goldblatt, New Haven 1984, pp. 
60-65; R. Picchio, "Introduction a unc ślude comparćc de la question dc la langue chez 
les Slaves”, Eiudes litteraires Slavo-Romaines, Studia Historica et Philologica VI, 
Sectio Slavo-Romanica 3, Firenze 1978, p. 182; ID., “Guidelines for a Comparative 
Siudy of the Language Question among the Slavs”, Aspects of the Slavic Language 
Question, pp. 1-44. 
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numerosi stimoli che hanno operato su di lui dalia fanciullezza alla 
vecchiaia, dagli anni yissuti nel paese natio, a quelli trascorsi nelTesilio 
siberiano. Del resto, 1’atmosfera seicentesca favoriva 1’affermazione di una 
lingua comune panslava. Nel paese di Krizanić si parlava una lingua 
“composita” in cui si iondevano i dialelti kajkaviano, ćakaviano e Stokavia- 
no. In questo interdialetto hanno scritto opere letterarie i contemporanei e 
conterranei di Krizanić. Uno di loro, Ivan Beloslenec compose un dizionario 
latino-croato, croato-latino, dalia impostazione tridialettale. Kriźanić 
avrebbe potuto conoscere Belostenec. 36 Inoltre, nella chiesa parrocchiale di 
SanfElia a Lipnik, nel territorio nativo di Krizanić, si celebrava la messa di 
rito latino in lingua paleoslava. 37 

La lingua parlata tridialettale o interdialettale, da una parte, e la lingua 
liturgica paleoslava, dalFaltra, si mescolavano nella mente dcl giovane 
Krizanić in una esperienza linguistica globale. Dalia nativa Croazia Krizanić 
portó, per cos! dire, PereditD di quel miscuglio linguistico praticato nella 
fanciullezza, costituito di una lingua tridialettale profana e della lingua sacra 
paleoslava. Questa eredit& si perpetua nei suoi scritti, sia come mezzo 
linguistico che adopera nelle sue opere, sia nella grammatica correttiva 
deH’insieme delle lingue slave. 

Anche lasciando il suo paese, Krizanić allarga e approfondisce le sue 
conoscenze di paleoslavo. A Roma, dove studia come alunno di Propaganda 
e convittore del Collegio Greco, negli anni 1640-1642, e in rapporto eon il 
conterraneo e amico, Rafael Levaković Croato (Jastrebarsko 1597 - Zadar 
1649). Questi sta preparando presso Propaganda 1’edizione del breviario 
paleoslavo in caratteri glagolilici. A Roma, Krizanić entra pure in contatto 
eon gli Ucraini. 38 Fa conoscenza e si lega in amicizia eon Metodio Terlecki, 
vescovo ucraino di Chełm, venuto a Roma per sorvegliare, ma in realta, 
russificare, 1’edizione dei libri liturgici paleoslavi curata dal Levaković. 
Infatti, sulla via del ritomo da Roma, Terlecki e ospite del Kriźanić a 
Yarażdin nel 1644. Certo, il paleoslavo russificato da Levaković e da 


36 1. Golub, “Slavenstvo Jurja Kriżanića”, pp. 22-23, v. s. nota 2; J. Vonćina, “Juraj 
Kriźanić i jezik ozaljskoga kruga”, ibid., pp. 209-212. 

37 1. Golub, “Tri jezićna spomenika iz Kriźanićcva rodnog kraja (1656-1672)”, pp. 
111-210, v. s. nota 2; ID., Juraj Kriźanić - Sabrana grada, Zagreb 1983, pp. 13-54. 

38 S. Senyk, "Kriźanić and Ukrainę,” in Znastveni skup u povodu 300. obljetnice 
smrti Jurja Kriżanića (1683-1983), Zbornik radova II, (= Radovi o Żivotu i djelu Jurja 
Kriżanića, 4), ured. Ljubo Boban, Zagreb 1986, pp. 101-112. 
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Terlecki, sollo pretesto di essere reso piu letterario, era una specie di lingua 
comune slaya. 39 Proprio per questo la Congregazione de Propaganda la 
favoriva, contro le opinoni di chi propugnava piuttoslo per la liturgia l’uso 
di una lingua viva e parlata come il croato. Queste opinioni in favore del 
croato ebbero un ascolto solo parziale. Cosf, Bartol KaSić (Pag 1575 - Roma 
1650), gesuita croato, aveva tradotto in croato la Bibbia, senza purlroppo 
pubblicarla. Ha peró tradotto anche in lingua viva croata il Rituale 
Romanum, uscito eon i tipi di Propaganda nel 1640. Kriżanić poteva 
conoscere personalmente KaSić e il suo Ritual Rimski. 40 Peró, le mie 
ricerche negli archivi romani, di Propaganda, dell’Archivio Segreto 
Vaticano e dei Gesuiti che dirigevano il Collegio Maronita, dove allora il 
KaSić si trovava, non hanno dato alcun risultato. II fatto che manchino tracce 
di loro rapporti epistolari, potrebbe giustificarsi eon il loro incontrarsi 
personalmente. Del resto, la stessa cosa si puó dire per 1’assenza di rapporti 
epistolari di quest’epoca, tra Kriżanić e Levaković. E risaputo che 
Levaković sarebbc maesiro di Kriżanić nell’interesse per la lingua 
paleoslava. Io aggiungerci peró che Kriżanić potrebbe accostarsi anche al 
KaSić nel propugnare una lingua viva. Infatti Kriżanić, oltre a conservare il 
culto della lingua paleoslava, favorisce le linguc vive slave, particolarmente 
la sua lingua matema, il croato. 41 In un certo senso il Kriżanić e sintesi, in 
modo diverso, di Levaković e di KaSić. E mi auguro che tale indieazione 
serva ad ulteriori ricerche. Comunque, la lingua che Kriżanić usó nello 
scrivere e la lingua di cui si occupó componendone una grammatica, 
contengono insieme la lingua paleoslava e lc lingue slave parlate, sia quanto 
a grammatica che quanlo a lessico. 


?9 E. Sgambali, “Udio Rusina u izdavanju hrvaiskih glagoljskih knjiga u XVII 
stoljeću”, Slovo 32-33 (1982-1983) 103-122. 

40 L. Polgar, Bibliographie sur 1'histoire de la Compagnie de Jesus 1901-1980, vol. 
111/2, pp. 284-286; Z. Vince, Pulwima hrvatskog knjizevrwg jezika, Ila cd., Zagrcb 1990, 
pp. 656-688. 

41 Che Kriżanić, trattando della lingua slava, abbia presente non solo la lingua 
ecclesiasticoslava russa degli Ortodossi, ma anche la paleoslava dei Cattolici, appare 
chiaramente dalie sue ciiazioni dei salmi, che provengono dal Breviario glagolitico del 
1648 di Levaković. Le soluzioni che Kriżanić propone comprendono sia una 
derussifieazione della traduzione palcoslava del Levaković, sia una certa croatizzazione 
propria al Kriżanić. J. Kriżanić, Gramaticno izkamnje, pp. 23-26. Bisognerebbe farę una 
ricerca comparaiiva ehe confronti i brani salterici di Kriżanić e i corrispondenti brani 
della traduzione di Kaśić. 
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Levaković pubblica proprio l’anno in cui Kriżanić viene a Roma, ciob 
nel 1640, tre panegirici sotto il tilolo di Epigramma slavonicum, il primo in 
caraltcri cirillici, il secondo in glagolitici e il terzo in caratleri latini. 
Levaković collega insieme elementi paleoslavi ed elementi della lingua viva. 
II che non dovrebbe essere sfuggito a Kriżanic. 42 

I piń cospicui rappresentanti dcl circolo barocco di Roma, il P. Atha- 
nasius Kircher c Juan Caramuel, promovevano la creazionc di una poligrafia 
universale. 43 Anche questo circolo, dcl quale Kriżanic era membro, poteva 
confermare Kriżanic nelle suc tendenze universalistiche riguardo alla lingua. 

Kriżanić, che era leologo della riconciliazione, voleva in un certo scnso 
riconciliare le lingue slave eon il paleoslavo. Lo studio delle lingue classiche 
— particolarmente del greco — mette in contatto il Kriżanić eon la koine 
dialektos che affianca i vari dialetti grcci. Ecco allora 1’eureka di Kriżanić. 
Lui che ha viaggiato in tutti i paesi slavi, che ha constatato la difficoltb eon 
cui gli Slavi comunicano tra loro a causa delle differenze tra lc rispettive 
lingue, vede la soluzione di simili difficoltil di comunicazione nel modello 
della koine diślektos greca, Poteva essere lo stesso modello per il ponte che 
la lingua comune slava avrebbe costituito tra le differenti lingue slave 
viventi. E immagina che tale rapporto non sia di altemativa, ma di. 
complementarieta: come accanto al dialetto comune greco c’erano vari 
dialetti diversi, cosi, accanto allo slavo comune rimarrebbero le diverse 
lingue slave. 

Dalle letture 

L’istanza in favore di una lingua comune slava veniva anche dai libri che 
Kriżanić conosceva oppure poteva conoscere. A Kriżanić non doveva essere 
ignoto il tentativo di scrittori c tradultori croati proteslanti Stjepan Konzul, 
Antun Dalmatin, Juraj Cvecić, di creare una lingua slava allraverso la 
fusione dci diversi dialetti. 44 


42 Marija, s. Agnezija Pantelić, “Lcvakovićevi i Kriźanićevi panegirici”. Homo 
imago et amicus Dei, Miscellanea in honorem loannis Golub. Curavit editionem Ratko 
Perić, Collcctanea croatico-hieronymiana de Urbe 4, Romae 1991, pp. 586-608. 

43 1. Golub, “Juraj Kriżanići njegovi suvremenici (A. Kircher, J. Caramuel, N. 
Panajotis, V. Spada, L. Holstenius)”, Historijski zbornik 27-28 (Zagreb 1974-1975) 265- 
266; ID., “Contribution & 1’histoire des relations de Kriżanić avec ses contemporains 
(1651-1658)”, in Eekman - Kadić, Juraj Kriianić, p.126, v. s. nota 1. 

44 1. Golub, “Slavenstvo Juraj Kriżanića”, p. 12 , v. s. nota 2. 
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Kriźanić poteva conoscere quella mescolanza di croato, paleoslavo, 
polacco, boemo (ceco) che usava Budinić. Non t escluso che conoscesse 
pure il ciakaviano frammisLo ad altri elementi linguislici di Komulović. 45 

Forsę cadde sotto gli occhi di Kriźanić — gia alunno dci gesuiti a 
Lubljana — la grammatica di Adam Bohorić, Arcticae horulae (Wiirtenberg 
1584). 46 Nel lungo titolo si legge che i due gruppi linguistici costituiti da 
una parte dalie lingue moscovita, rutena, polacca, boema e lusica, dalFaltra 
dalie lingue dalmata e croata, si comprendono muluamente eon facilit& e 
costituiscono la base di quesla grammatica. 

E poleva conoscere anche Czvit Szvetih di Franjo Glavinic e leggervi: 
“Se trovi qualche parola che non e comune, sappi che la nostra lingua b 
diffusa in molte regioni. ... Percio io non voglio accontenlare una sola 
regione, ma molte”. 47 

Kriźanić aveva eon se in Sibcria il dizionario di Gregorio Cnapius, 
Thesaurus polono-latino-graecus , (Kraków 1643). Questo dizionario mira 
alla purezza della lingua e si impegna a sostituire lc parole straniere eon 
quelle proprie o creandone delle nuove. Alcune ne accogliera Kriźanić. 
Tutto sommato, 1’almosfera del libro e il clima del tempo favorivano e 
slimolavano la tendenza di Kriźanić verso una lingua comune slava. 

DlSCEPOLO DEI SS. ClRlLLO E METODrO 

Kriźanić conosceva evidentemenle 1’opera dei Santi Cirillo e Melodio. 
Nella sua lettera spedita dalia regione di Smoleńsk nel 1647 a Levaković, 
che stava in Roma, Kriźanić scrive: “Item legi extare in Ecclesia Sancti 
Clementis alieubi circa amphitheatrum posila, epitaphium Constantini 
Cyrilli philosophi; quod si ibi extat, rogo Vestram Patemitatem ul illud mihi 
descriplum mittat. Habeo enim ipsius vitam antiquissime Glagolitice 
scriplam”. 48 Si confermerebbe in tal modo 1’ipotesi che la cosiddetta legenda 
pannonica avesse allora una forma diversa da quella che conosciamo oggi. 


45 Z. Vincc, Putovima hrvatskoga knjizevnoga , v. s. nota 40, pp. 26, 74-75. 

46 M. Murko, Die Bedeutung der Reformaiion und Gegenreformation fiir das 
geistige Leben der SUdxlaven, Prag und Heidelberg 1927, p. 8. 

47 Czvit Szveiih. Toyest Sivot Szvetih. Od kih Rimska Czirkua cini Spominak. 
Prenessen i sslosen na Haruatski jeżyk Catholicanskim obicaiem po O. F. Franciscv 
Glavinichv, Istrianinv, Reda S, Francisca, Malebratye, V Mnetcii, Na MDCLVII, p. 3. 

48 S. A. Belokurov, “Jurij Kriźanić v Rossii”, Ćtenija v imperaiorskom obśćestve 
istorii i drevnostej rosijskih pri moskovskom unhersitete, Moskva 1903, 3, 1-305, qui p. 
214. 
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Kriźanić chiama Cirillo “nostro maeslro”. 49 Considera pcrció se stesso un 
allievo di lui. E lo era di fatlo, anche nel campo linguistico. Kriźanić si 
impegna a correggere nelle deviazioni manifestatesi nel corso dci secoli, 
quella lingua le cui basi erano stale poste da Cirillo e Metodio e la cui 
diffusione i loro discepoli avevano attuato. 

Kriźanić ć discepolo di Cirillo e Metodio anche per un altro aspetto: 
scrive in una lingua comune slava. Ma non solo in questo Kriźanić e 
discepolo dei fratelli di Tessalonica. Gli Slavi, secondo Cirillo e Metodio 
“non devono essere causa di contesa e di rivalila fra Oriente bizantino e 
Occidcnte latino-tedesco, ma devono essere vincolo e mediazione paritari tra 
Oriente e Occidente”. 50 Lo stesso compito e atlribuito da Kriźanić agli Slavi, 
cioe di essere mediatori tra Oriente e Occidente eristiani. Diceva infatti: 
Come gli Slavi (i Bulgari) furono oecasione di controversia fra Chiesa 
Orientale e chiesa Occidentale, Greca e Latina, cosi gli Slavi dopo essersi 
uniti eon Roma devono mediare affinche i Grcci, dai quali hanno ricevuto il 
battesimo e i Latini, 1’Oriente e 1’Occidente, si uniscano. Cirillo e Metodio 
sono stali “ortodossi nel senso orientale e occidentale e come tali mediatori 
dei due tipi di Crislianesimo”. 5 ' Kriźanić, precorrendo i tempi dcl Concilio 
Vaticano 11°, chiama gli Ortodossi di Kiev e di Moscovia, Chiesa di Mosca e 
Chiesa di Kiev. E quando, nel seno della Chiesa Ortodossa russa, scoppia lo 
scisma dei Vecchi-Credenti, allora Kriźanić, caso inaudito nella storia, si fa 
difensore, lui, cattolico, della Chiesa Ortodossa russa ufficiale. In tal modo 
pensa e si comporta l’uomo che si vanta di possedere la vita ( Źitije ) di 
Cirillo scritta in caratteri glagolitici e che chiama Cirillo suo maeslro. Koinć 
nella lingua e koinonia nella vita — questo e Juraj Kriźanić. 

Epilogo 

Allo zar Fedor, che lo ha richiamato dall’esilio siberiano, Kriźanić, scrive 
nella sua koine slava, queste commoventi parole: 


49 Juraj Kriźanić, Objasn'enje vivodno, p. 62, v. s. nota 7. Franciscus Vcnceslaus 
MareS, “Quidnam S. Methodii opus primae linguae slavicae litterariae excolendae 
contulerii”, Christianity among the Slavs. The Herilage of Saints Cyril and Melhodius, 
Acts of the International Congress held on the Eleventh Centenary of the Dcath of St. 
Methodius, Romę, October 8-11, 1985, under the Direction of the Pontifical Orienial 
Institute edited by E. G. Farrugia, R. F. Taft, G. K. Piovesana, (= OCA 231), Roma 1988, 
pp. 119-129; F. Grivec, Konsianlin undMeihod Lehrer der Slaven, Wiesbaden 1960. 

50 F. Grivec, Sami Cirillo e Metodio, Roma 1984, pp. 6-7. 

51 Ibidem. 
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Ja bo ot deiinsiva svocgo, ostaviv5i pećali o vsakom inom źilja ustroenju, 
udalsja csm vsim sercem na edino mudrostno iskanjc: i na nasego skaźenogo, 
a pravle zgublenogo jazika izpravljanje, svitlanje i sover5anje: i na svoego i 
vsenarodnogo uma okraSanje. I na tom csm bedny i nesrećny ćlovck ves svoj 
strastny źivot iztroSil. 52 

Dalia mia infanzia, lasciata la preoccupazione di qualunque altro ideale di 
vita, mi sono consacrato eon tutto il cuorc alla ricerca della saggezza, a 
correggere, illuminare e perfezionare la nostra lingua corrotta, o piuttosto 
perduta, nonchć a coltivare la mia e la menie di tutto il mio popolo. In 
questo, io misero e sfortunato, ho consumato tutta una vita appassionata e 
travagliata. 

HR - 41000 Zagreb Ivan Golub 

Kaptol 29 

Hrvatka/Croatia 


52 S. A. Belokurov, “Jurij Kriżanić v Rossii”, p. 261; ID., Iz duhovnoj lizni 
moskovskogo obsćestva XVII v., Moskva 1902, p. 261. 
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Unity and Continuity: J. B. Bury’s Philosophy of History 
in the Development of Byzantine Studies 

...a tedious and uniform tale of weakness and misery. On the 
throne, in the camp, in the schools, we search, perhaps with 
fruitless diligence, the names and characters that deserve to he 
rescued from oblivion. — Gibbon 1 

There is no period of history which has been so much obscured by 
incorrect and misleading titles as the period of the later Roman 
Empire. It is...more due to improper names that one might atfirst 
be disposed to admit, that the import of that period is so 
constantly misunderstood and its character so often misrepre- 
sented. — J. B. Bury 2 

The intellectual distance between the two above quotations is 
considerable. The man perhaps most instrumental in this change of outlook, 
the English historian John Bagnell Bury (1861-1927), is buried in a comer 
of Rome’s Protestant Cemetery, along a portion of the third-cenlury 
Aurelian walls. His tombstone is simple, displaying only his name and dates, 
and it indicates nothing of his many achievements: This successor to Lord 
Acton in the Regius Chair of History at Cambridge wrote over 350 books, 
articles and reviews, and was known not only as an historian, but as an 
essayist and classicist as well. In addition, he was the editor of the 
Cambridge Medieval History, which was a splendid example of the modem 
historiographical approach to the study of ancient and medieval history 
developed by Bury. The year 1923 saw the publication of this work, along 
with one which is considcred Bury’s best and most enduring: A History of 
the Later Roman Empire from the Death of Theodosius to the Death of 
Justinian (A.D. 395 to A.D. 565)3 These were the last and greatest of Bury’s 


1 Steven Runciman, “Gibbon and Byzantium,” Daedulus (Summer 1976) 103. 

2 J. B. Bury, A History of the Later Roman Empire from Arcadius to lrene (A.D. 395 
to A.D. 800, (London: Macmillan, 1889) v. 

3 Norman H. Baynes, A Bibliography of the Works of J. B. Bury (London: 
Cambridge, 1929) 125-170. From 1881 through 1888, the Hellenist phase of his career, 
his works were almost entirely classical, encompassing translation, technical research, 
and commentaries on Greek works. Although his classical and poetical works would 
continue throughout his life, these First fcw ycars were most produclive in this regard. In 


OCP 59 (1993) 483-506 
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major works, and in this seventieth anniversary year of their publication, an 
examination of his philosophy of history and its considerable influence on 
the development of Byzantine historical studies will perhaps encourage 
reflection on possible new approaches to the study of this period. 

Bury was certainly influenced by the inlellectual currenis of his time, and 
most of his acknowledged debl was to the German school of historical 
studies. He was, however, independent enough to rise above the self-serving 
and narrow nationalistic and ideological strains in contemporary 
historiography and to forge ahead into new and uncharted territory, 
becoming one of the falhers of modem Byzantine studies. Bury was enough 
of a maverick to have had his ideas attacked frequently, sometimes for good 
cause, but often due to misunderstandings and misinterpretations of his 
views. 4 

Bury’s first and lasl major works were those in Byzantine history. 
Although his historiographical theories are alluded to in many of his works, 
they are formally defined in his essays dealing specifically with the naturę of 
history. A reconstruction of these theories on the naturę of history will 
enable us to eslablish morę effectively his application of theory in his works 
on Byzantine history. 


1889, his first major work and one of his most well-known was published, this being A 
History of the Late Roman Empire from Arcadius to Irene (A.D. 395 to A.D. 800. In this 
same year, he published The Roman Emperors from Basil II to Isaac Komnenos, which 
was a study on the works of Psellos. The following period was concemed mostly with 
literary work, with occasional articlcs on Byzantine history. In 1893, he wrote a history 
of the Roman Empire for students as well as a history of Sicily. In 1896 he began his 
cditing and updating of Gibbon’s Decline and Fali of the Roman Empire, the volumes of 
which were to appear for sevcral years. In 1903 his famous Inaugural Address, titlcd 
‘The Science of History,” was delivercd at Cambridge; in 1904, ‘The Place of Modern 
History in the Perspective of Knowledgc;” in 1908, a series of lecturcs on the 19th 
century papacy which were published posthumously in 1930. His treatise “Darwinism 
and History” was published in 1909 and A History of the Eastern Roman Empire from 
the Fali of Irene to the Accession of Basil I (A.D. 802-867) in 1912. The year 1914 
marked a changc in his writings. The morę philosophical stage of his work began with A 
History of the Freedom of Thought, which was one of his least objective works. His 
views on contingency wcrc csiablished by “Cleopatra’s Nose” in 1916, and this 
represented a Shift in emphasis in his vicws. This was followcd by The Idea of Progress 
in 1920. His greatest work, and the one which is still in print and uscd with profit, is A 
History of the Later Roman Empire from the Death of Theodosius to the Dealh of 
Justinian (A.D. 395 to A.D. 565). This was a rcviscd edition of his earlier two historical 
surveys, and was published in 1923, the same year as the Cambridge Medieval History. 

4 Doris Goldstein, “J. B. Bury’s Philosophy of History: A Rcappraisal," The 
American Historical Review 82 (Oct 77) 898-919. 
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Bury’s first major statement conceming the naturę of historical research 
was madę in his 1903 Inaugural Address, The Science of History. The theme 
of the address was the revolulion laking place within history which was 
laking history from being a branch of rhetoric or literaturę to being a 
full-fledged science. This revolution was far from complcte. In this address, 
he proclaimed the principle which was to become so associatcd wilh his 
name; namely, 

It has not yet become superfluous to insisl that history is a science, no less 
and no morę; and some who admit it theoretically hesitate to enforce the 
consequences which it involves. 5 

This is the first step in Bury’s historical revolution, the establishment of 
history as an independent science. Some have tried to read too much inlo 
both this stalement and the address in generał, not fully apprecialing its 
background and purpose, which is something Bury hastens to explain. He 
begins this by paying tribule to great historians of the past, such as Muratori 
and Tillemont, although he views them as masters of erudition alone, 
lacking strict scientific method and being hindered by the age in which they 
lived. 6 

The establishment of this scientific method is the fundamental step in this 
development of history as a science, a step he credits mostly to Germany in 
the 19th century. WolPs Prolegomena to Homer, a philological and 
historical critique of that epic, is a prime example of this scientific historical 
methodology in action, especially in the linguistic analysis of sources. But 
there is morę; our very conceptions of truth and falsehood have changed 
radically. In the past, storytelling, mythology, embellishment and the like 
were not only condoned but were held up as a standard of truth. A new 
conception of the truth was needed in order to establish the critical method. 
Ali truths 

...require the most exact methods; and closcly connected with the 
introduction of a new method was the elevation of the standard of truth. The 
idea of a scrupulously exacl conformity to lacts was fixed, refined, and 
canonised; and the critical method was one of the means to secure it. 7 


5 J. B. Bury, “The Science of History,” in Selected Essays of J. B. Bury, Harold 
Temperley ed. (London: Cambridge, 1930) 6. 

6 Ibid., 5. 

7 Ibid., 6. 
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He saw, however, that this new method had fal len short of its goals and 
had been misused, especially by nationalist impulses which often became 
the motivating force for research. The resull of these nationalistically 
inspired studies was the overabundance of crude, uncritical, and politically 
slanted works. 8 One good result of this, however, was that the use and 
practical importance of history was recognized far morę widely than in the 
past. For instance, people began to seek the key to their national 
development in the past instead of the presenl, thereby growing in an 
awareness of the unity and continuity of history. 9 

Bury’s history is a break with what he calls an eclectic political-ethical 
theory, which chooses some materiał for morał or ethical examples and 
ignores all else. He points out that the unity and continuity of history still 
has its eminent attackers, but that its prevalence is due to forward looking 
scholars. 10 

The principles of continuity and development require that people have a 
true knowledge of the past, in order to be able to influence the present and 
the futurę correctly." Attitudes to the past and historical memories shape the 
political and social opinions of peoples. Recognizing and applying this 
knowledge is a “new stage in the growth of the human mind.” 12 The purpose 
of Bury’s new methodology of history is to break loose from the social, 
intellectual, and religio-philosophical baggage and bondage of the past. 

It follows, of course, that the study of history should play a prominent 
role in the national education, and should be govemment supported. 
Universities should be engaged primarily in research and the compilation of 
mountains of data. The universities must resist the objections of the 
unenlightened taxpayers and short-sighted benefactors, for both groups 
demand immediate, short-range results. Historical research is not, however, 
a luxury, but an urgent need and a matter of both national and worldwide 
concem.' 3 Bury then introduces in incipient form his theme of development: 

A right notion of the bearing of history in affairs, both for the statesman and 

for the Citizen could not be formulated until men had grasped the idea of 


8 Ibid., 7. 

9 Ibid., 8. 

10 Ibid., 12. 
" Ibid., 12. 

12 Ibid., 12. 

13 Ibid., 13. 
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human developmenl. This is thc grcat transforming conception, which 
enables history to definc hcr scopc. 14 

It is only when political and ethical encumbrances are dropped that 
history and thc human mind comc into their own and bcgin to move. Despitc 
Bury’s protests about preconceived pattems being forced upon history, 
almost every work of his is permeated with this idea of thc growth of 
self-consciousness and freedom of thoughl being a major forcc in history. 
Human self-consciousness has taken another step, and men have “grasped 
thc notion of their upward development through immense cycles of time.” 15 
He sees the 19th century as important as the 5lh century B.C. in Greece as 
far as the growth of man’s self-consciousness. A great difficulty is that many 
people do not realize the tremendous transformation of history that is 
transpiring due to the concept of development. 16 This concept of the 
development of man and civilization through eons of limę on earlh inspired 
Bury to resist the temptation to divide history into segments, such as 
“ancient” or “medieval,” especially when these segments were viewed as 
mere preparatory stages for the present modem age. Indeed, 

Ali recorded history is only a beginning; all the epochs of the past are only a 
few of the front carriages, and probably the Icasl wonderful, in the van of 
interminable procession. 17 

He therefore insisted that we view all our periods of history sub specie 
perennitatis, so as to represent the present age in perspective. This is a must, 
viewing history — past, present and futurę — as a whole. History ceases to 
be scientific when it becomes subjective rather than objective, or deals 
exclusively with a fragment in isolation from the whole. 18 

The basis for this new history is fidelity to the facts. Bury feels that Otto 
von Rankę’s principle of Ich will nur sagen wie es eigentlich gewesen ist is 
widely applauded but seldom obscrved. Fidelity to the facts, preached and 
applied, would produce conditions increasingly hostile to the proliferation of 
divers schools of history. 19 He slresses that history is not a literary art; to 


14 Ibid., 9. 

15 Ibid., 11. 

16 Ibid., 10. 

17 Ibid., 15. 

18 Ibid., 16. 

19 Ibid., 10. 



488 


Scott M. Lewis, S.J. 


attempt to present it as such is analogous to prcsenting astronomy in an 
artistic fashion. He points out that Mommsen’s 

...status as a man of letters depends on his Roman History; but his greatncss 
as a historian is to be sought far less in that dazzling work than in the Corpus 
and the Staatsrecht and the Chronicles , 20 

This statement and olhers like it make it fairly elear that despite what 
Bury may have said in various essays, his mindset at that time was definilely 
positivist in character. Facts are cold, objective things that can be clearly and 
irrefutably ascertained, and it is possible and desirable to scek absolute truth 
in historical research. 

It was this Inaugural Address that sparked the controversy that was to go 
on for years; mainly, the statement that history ‘is a science, no less and no 
morę,” His adversaries, whom he seldom answered directly, were many. As 
D. Goldstein States, most of the criticisms could be summed up as the belief 

...that Bury had succumbed to the Germanie tendency to reduce history to 
the bloodlcss facts and abstractions of the library and the laboratory. This 
“Profcssor Dry-as-Dust” stereolype has remained; and among those of a 
morę philosophic turn of mind Bury’s insistence that history is a science has 
been taken to mean that he shared the assumptions of nineteenth-century 
positivism or scientism. 21 

Goldstein seeks to rehabilitate Bury, as it were, and she is correct in 
stating that Bury’s Inaugural Address cannot be fully underslood or 
appreciated unless in the larger context of Bury’s numerous works. 
However, although many of his later historical ideas are present in seminal 
form in the address, his views do undergo modifications and changes of 
emphasis as time progresses. Goldstein, in correcting the overstated 
tendencies of Bury to positivism and scientism, tends to negate or underplay 
these aspects whenever they are present in his works. 

The crilicism of positivism can be partially substantiated. Most positivist 
is his obsession with the discovery of facts, and his view that this is almost 
the sole concem of the university. His emphasis on works such as 
Mommsen’s various compilations is also indicative of a positivist attitude. 
Although he admitted the principles of progression and evolution in bolh the 


20 Ibid., 9. 

21 Goldstein, i- J. B. Bury's Philosophy of History,” 897. This represents the 
criticisms of G.M. Trevelyan and others of similar views. 
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conccption of truth and of culiure itself, he did not oftcn apply them to the 
present. 

He was ratherradical and non-positivist in his proposed uses of history. 
Whereas the posilivist would concentrate on the amassing of dala and the 
writing of factual narra(ives and interpretations, Bury would go further. 
Although most of his actual historical works are of this sort, he was for 
using the results of factual research as a tool or weapon for the reeducation 
and remolding of society. He wrote several school lextbooks on the history 
of both Greece and Romę, and his work the History of the Freedom of 
Thought was published in a home library edilion for the education of the 
public. The new historical method and the “facts” it recovers are a tool for 
tearing at man’s conception of himself, his society and his past. This 
historical study is libcrating, for he stated that 

If one were asked to define in a word the cnd of higher education, I do not 
know whether one could find a much better definition than this: the training 
of the mind to look at experience objectively, wilhoul immediate relation to 
one’s own limę and place. 22 

This is an admirable goal, and it can be achieved in varying degrees. 
However, Bury was to prove by example that this is not completely possible. 
Bury’s insistence on this was prohably a reaction to the Anglocentric and 
nationalistic naturę of turn-of-the-century British intellectual and historiog- 
raphical attitudcs. 

Bury’s The Place of Modern History in the Perspective of Knowledge, 
(1904), helps us to clarify some of the ideas put forth in the Science of 
History. In wrestling with the problem of why one should study history, 
Bury again takes a dim view of assigning history as an auxiliary or division 
of any other field. However, he does not completely deny a derivation of 
some sort of purpose, meaning or philosophy of history, for hc realizes that 
to completely divorce speculation from history is 

...a view which should be dismissed, for it reduces history to a collection of 
annals. Facts must be collectcd, and connected, beforc they can be 
interpreted; but I cannol imagine the slightest theoretical importance in a 
collection of facts or sequcnces of facts, unless they mean something in terms 
of reason, unless we can hope to determine their vital connection in the 


22 Bury, “Science of History,” 16. 
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whole system of reality. This is Ihe fundamental truth underlying Macaulay’s 
rather drastic remark Ihat “facts are the (mere) dross of history.” 23 

It can be seen, then, that this is somewhat of a retreat from a strict 
positivist stand on factual history. It is a morę realistic view: before one can 
interpret history or derive meaning from it, one has to have a foundation of 
facts. Bury’s chief objection to the philosophy of history was that most 
schemes were conceived and superimposed on history a priori. Their 
authors are philosophers rather than historians, and their induction is 
shallow and their practical knowledge almost non-existent. 24 History must 
be approached without any assumptions. He did feel that philosophy can 
assure us that only history will disclose an inner spiritual (here Bury means 
spiritual in the German sense of inlellectual or humane) reality. But it is the 
historian who discovers this reality, not the philosopher. 25 

In order to discem this spiritual reality, Bury cmphasizes the importance 
of starting with modem history and working backwards, for a number of 
reasons. First of all, we have progressed too far from ancient or medieval 
times to understand how the pcople of these times thought or felt. Also, 
those who attempt to extrapolate philosophies of history attempt to do so by 
going back to the beginning, usually with preconceived notions, and tracing 
out a growth or development of some theory. This, however, he sees as the 
reverse of what it should be. One cannot understand things that are still in 
the embryonic or developing stages. The person wishing to study history is 
living in the present, therefore he understands and is part of the present 
intellectual, morał, social and political ethos. By starting with the developed 
present, the undeveloped past may be understood. He rccognizes the danger 
of this by admitting the difficulty of being objective when one is part of the 
events in question; indeed, being in a certain ethos may be a hindrance to 
understanding. He feels, however, that the past may be understood in light 
of the present and vice versa, and the benefits from this method outweigh 
the disadvantages. 25 

As a side notę, his reservations were proven by his one attempt al 
modern history, consisting of a series of lectures on the papacy published 


23 J. B. Bury, ‘The Place of Modern History in the Perspective of Knowledge,” in 
Selected Essays of J. B. Bury Harold Tempcrley ed. (London: Cambridge, 1930) 47. 

24 Ibid., 48. 

25 Ibid., 48. 

26 Ibid., 52-3. 
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after his death under Ihe litlc History of the Papacy in the Nineteenth 
Century 1864-1878. The book is a series of investigalions into the back- 
ground of the Syllabus of Errors, the First Vatican Council, and the 
definition of papai infallibility. Bury is a good researchcr, and uncovers 
many details that were unavailable in other sources. It degenerates, however, 
into an intemperate polemic against the Catholic Church and the papacy. 
Bury gives a commentary on each of the condemned propositions in which 
the statements are stretched to absurd lengths. Hidden meaning is found 
where there is little direct evidence. Ncarly everything that is questionable or 
unedifying is attributed to evil intent and conspiracy. The book is a 
disappointment in that Bury could be relatively objective and nuanced when 
dealing with the Roman Empire, and this effort to understand all aspects of 
the life and times of the parlicipants is completely lacking in his modem 
work. 

Again, in 1913, Bury wrote a very biased work titled A History of 
Freedom of Thought. This work was written for the generał public; it is 
unfortunale that it was one of his worst works. His thesis is that the one 
clearly discemible movement in history is freedom of thought and 
discussion. In the ancient world, thought was free and the mind unfettered, 
and then an 

...unforeseen force, in the shape of Christianily, came in and laid chains on 
the human mind and suppressed freedom and imposed upon man a weary 
struggle to recover the freedom which he had lost. 27 

The Middle Ages were nothing but the grossest supcrstition and 
oppression. The Reformation showed a glimmer of hope, but the reformers 
■were just as ignorant and inlolerant, The one good thing to come from the 
Reformation was the weakening of Christian power. For Bury, the Apostolic 
Age is the period from the Enlightenment through the nineteenth century; 
the enlightened writers and philosophers were his saints and Church 
persecution the martyr’s crown. At the conclusion of his book he States that 

If the history of civilization has any lesson to teach it is this: there is one 
supreme condition of mcntal and morał progress which it is completely 
within the power of man himself to secure, and that is perfect libcrty of 
thought and discussion. 28 


27 J. B. Bury, A History of Freedom of Thought (New York: Holi, 1913) 248-9. 

28 Ibid., 240. 
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Few would conicnd with the desirability of freedom of thought and 
discussion, but his caricaturcd and vitriolic trcatment of the subject is 
disappointing. He wonders aloud if we can lose this achievement and slip 
back; ironically, it was written al the very start of WWI and before the 
communisl revolutions. This work belies some of Bury’s canons, while 
supporting others. He is not objective; he appears to have a priori 
assumptions, and he does rather view his own age as the capstone of 
achievemenl, However, he is traeing out the development in the past of the 
present, and he does leave room for futurę progression or regression. 

In his 1909 treatise Darwinism and History, Bury outlines the actual 
historical process in the context of discussing the impacl of Darwinism on 
the concept of history. Ancient historians (and their culture in generał) did 
not have a concept of historical movement. Their history was either cyclical 
or a mere chronicling of events. This was not alleviated in the Middle Ages, 
for men were “bound” by religion, and wcre constantly in expectation of an 
abrupt end to history. The Renaissance did not change much of this, for 
historians reverted to the classical model of history. It was not unlil the 
beginning of the nineteenth century that the concept of historical 
development came into generał awareness, under the influence of several 
writers before Darwin. He even criticized Enlightenment thinkers for their 
“apotheosis” of reason and a priori schema. 29 This does not mean accepting 
Darwinian theories in toto, or having a “teleological hypothesis such as is 
implied in ‘progress’” 30 Herc is the essence of the treatise: 

For history, it (Darwinism) meant that the present condition of the human 
race is simply and strictly the result of a causal series (or set of causal series) 
— a continuous succession of changes, where each state arises causally out 
of the proceeding; and that the business of historians is to tracę this genetic 
process, to explain each change, and ultimatcly to grasp the complete 
development of the life of humanity. 31 

Al that point he is merely describing the stale of historiography in the 
early nineteenth century, and he gives several examples of writers who used 
this “genetic” view in their work and who helped to further it. However, he 
makes it fairly elear throughout the essay that he approves of this view. He 


29 J. B. Bury, “Darwinism and History,” Selected Essays of J. B. Bury cd. Harold 
Temperlcy (London: Cambridge, 1930) 23-25. 

30 Ibid., 25. 

31 Ibid., 25-6. 
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insists that this does not mean “progress” as we know it, tor this is a value 
judgmeni and has a different meaning ihan evolution. This genetic or 
evolutionary view helped to elevate history to the status of a science. The 
study of history cannol be scientific investigalion as such as long as people 
try to derive some pragmatic use from it (such as “leaming lessons”). Ii also 
cannot become a science until “it is conceived as lying entirely within a 
sphere which the law of cause and effect has unreserved and unrestricted 
dominion.” 32 The Darwinian view, once it had been diffuscd Ihroughout 
historical thought, emphasized the idea of continuity and also helped to 
establish history as a science dealing with development. 33 He also saw it as 
helping to discredit the “assumption or at least the invocation of 
transcendent causes.’’ 34 Evolutional theory is philosophically compatible 
with theism, but he detests what he calls a “naive conception of a ‘god in 
history’.” A historian may be a iheist, but this belief is “otiose” whcn it 
comes to the historian’s work. 35 

Bury, although he approved of the use of generał principles in the 
interpretation of history, rejected the notion of laws which apply to human 
societies or history, but he did accept the strict cause and effect principle. 
However, in this treatise, while still in his alleged posilivist stage, he 
presents his theory of contingency in a semi-developed form. He gives 
several examples of important, unique individuals in history. Afler denying 
tendencies the status of laws, he says that 

The collision of two unconnected sequences may be fraughl with great 
results. The sudden death of a leader or a marriage without issue,...has again 
and again led to permanent political consequences. Morę emphasis is laid on 
the decisive actions of individuals, which cannot be reduced under 
generałisations and which deflect the course of events. 36 

This is a classic description of his theory of contingency, oullined in 
Cleopatras Nose in 1916. He States further that the part played by 
coincidence and individuals, even lhough they arc operative within social 
conditions, renders it impossible to accurately chart the coursc of past 
history or predict the futurę. He concludes that Darwinian theory, especially 


32 Ibid., 26-7. 

33 Ibid., 32. 

34 Ibid., 33. 

35 Bury, “Darwinism and History,” 33. 
35 Ibid., 36-7. 
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lhose elements which describe interaction between individuals and their 
environment, can be a useful tool in investigating a certain period of 
civilization. 37 He would nol totally adopt Darwinian iheory as a law of 
history, for ihat would be too much like a forccd philosophy of history. 

His later theory of contingency was a change in emphasis; thosc who 
knew him report that hc becamc morę convinced of the grcater importance 
of chance events. Hc has been called a confused and muddled positivist, 
among other things, and in some respects Ihis is juslified. Although there 
was probably no contradiclion in his mind, somewhat contradictory elements 
do exist simultaneously in his writings, and no amount of juggling will 
arrange them in complcte harmony. In fact, this amused him a bil, for he 
once said that “Consistency...is not a reasonable rule of life. If it be a virtue, 
it is one which, like so many olhers, is morę honoured in the brcach than the 
observance.” 38 Bury was not a philosopher, and he was not worried about 
having a light, perfect philosophical schema, as men like Collingwood 
would have. 

Cleopatra’s Nose is probably the work attacked most often after The 
Science of History. He is seen in this work to have fallen from the extreme 
of delerminism and positivism to that of holding that history is govemed by 
blind chance. Goldstein is probably most correct in defending him on this 
point. 39 As we have seen, the elements of the contingency theory were 
spelled out in Darwinism and History in 1909. In his theory of contingency, 
Bury is merely taking a less simplistic view of causation and realizes that 
many times certain events cannot be explained by purcly antecedent causes. 
He begins by contrasting the two views of history: 1) those who view the 
movement of history as adhering to a logical plan (Providence or Hcgcl’s 
spirit) and, 2) those who see history as merely blind chance. He maintains 
the principle of causation, for hc points out that causation is compattble with 
either of the Iwo views. In the first case, it is merely the working out of a 
logical plan, and it is compatible with the second, provided a proper 
meaning to “chance” is given. He goes to great length to maintain that his 
“chance” does not mean the intrusion of lawless elements, for he secs this as 
causing chaos and giving grounds for science to commit suicide. He defines 
chance as “...the valuable collision of two or morę independent chains of 


37 Ibid., 42. 

38 Baynes, Bibliography 102. 

39 Goldstein, “J. B. Bury’s Philosophy of History,” 901. 
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causes — “valuable” meaning thai it is attended with morę or less important 
consequences.” 40 

He gives several historical examples: if Napoleon were killed by being 
struck by a meteor, this surely would be chance. A certain chain ol‘ causes 
would have caused him to be standing in a parlicular spot at a particular 
time. A certain chain of causes would likewise have caused the meteor to 
fali there. However, the meteor had no interest in Napoleon’s death. It was 
simply an important coincidence of two independent chains of causes. There 
can also be mixed contingency, such as if Napoleon had been killed by an 
assassin interested in his death. Or, for instance, the Peloponncsian War in 
the 5th century B.C., during which a plague broke out thal devastated the 
population, caused the death of Pericles, and affected the oulcome of the 
war. The war had its own sequence of causes, the microbes another. But the 
microbes had no interest in the war. This to Bury is contingency, or chance. 
He raises several interesting “what if’ queslions, such as: if Plato had died 
in infancy, would there still be Platonie Ideas? 41 

Bury points out that the theory of contingency is compatible with both of 
the views of history: for the Providential scheme, contingencies are arranged 
by something outside history; for the later scheme, there is no sense and 
blind chance rules. 42 He sees that the crealion of man and the origin of 
primitive socielies is due to contingencies and not by any means inevitable. 
As society and man became morę complex, contingency played less of a 
role, and the experience and knowledge of man facilitated a logical 
sequence in history. These logical consequences may be “upset, accelerated, 
or retarded by contingencies.” 43 As the experience and knowledge of man 
inereases, contingency will play an even smaller role in the evolution of 
history. Individuals will play less of a role in the destinies of societies, and 
the inexorable march of science and growth of human knowledge will 
combine to further suppress contingcnt eyents. 44 He sees contingency, then, 
as the unknown, but unknown perhaps for the prcscnl and ahle to be 


40 J. B. Bury, “Cleopalra’s Nose,” Selected Essays of J. B. Bury ed. Harold 
Tempcrley (London: Cambridge, 1930) 61. 

41 Ibid., 62-4. 

42 Ibid., 66. 

43 Ibid., 68. 

44 Ibid., 69. 
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controlled or reduced in the fulurc. History is neither a clockwork nor a 
gamę of chance, but a lension of the two. 

The Idea of Progress (1920) is an elaboration of a theme first presented 
in his Inaugural Addrcss. First, the very notion of “progress” is discussed. 
Granted, history moves, as does the development of society and knowledge. 
However, progress is not necessarily good. We have no guarantee that we 
are moving in the proper direclion, nor is there any guarantee that the 
expansion of human knowledge will continue. Progress is like Providence; it 
can’t be proved and its acceptance is an act of faith. The very notion of 
progress is itself a driving force and one which we did not always have. 
Grcece and Romę were tied to a cyclical view of history and human life. The 
ancients idealized the timeless and changcless; the universe was seen to be 
in a State of decay from this pristine State. 45 The Christian view in the 
Middle Ages broke somewhat with this by rejecting a cyclical view. 
Salvation history was moving towards a goal in the futurę. However, this 
view was otherworldly and religion was its only cnd. 46 

The Renaissance reverted to the classical model, but self-confidence in 
human reason was regained and concem for life on this planet was once 
again a goal. 47 Then came the Age of Reason, the Enlightenment, and the 
Modem Period, and he discusses the various thinkers and writers who have 
incorporated the idea of progress into their thought. The concepts introduced 
in this work and the Freedom of Thought appear throughoul his works on 
the Roman Empire, Byzantium and Greece, especially in the sections 
dealing with education and intellectual life. 

Only months before his death, Bury senl a letier to the Moming Post on 
the writing of history. At first glance, it seems shocking, in view of the 
principles that he had put forth in his earlier works. However, it was an 
admission of his actual practice in many cases, and according to some it 
cannot be viewed as a mere aberration, sińce he had flirted with this idea in 
the past: 48 

It seems to be always assumed as self-evident and universally admitted that 
impartiality and freedom from bias are indispensable qualifications in cvery 


45 J. B. Bury The Idea of Progress, intro. Charles A. Beard, (New York: Macmillan, 
1932), 22. 

46 Ibid., 22-24. 
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48 Goldstein, “J. B. Bury’s Philosophy of History,” 919. 
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Historian’s ideał of how history should be written. Here I totally disagree, I 
do not think thal freedom from bias is possible, and I do not think it is 
desirable. Whoever writes completely free from bias will produce a 
colourless and duli work... Is there any event or transaction worth 
investigating or writing about on which the writer can fail to have a definite 
bias if the subject really engages his interest? And it will be admitted that 
otherwise he cannot hope to produce anything that will engage the interest of 
the world. No History can be instructive if the personalily of the writer is 
entirely suppressed; it will be dead and colourless and inhuman, however 
faullless it may be in detail, however carefully the rules of historical method 
may be applied. 49 

Except for the works on the papacy and the freedom of thought, Bury 
enjoyed the reputation of being a fair and objective scholar; in fact, he was 
looked upon by many as the model of objective scholarship. In a sense, his 
best works on the Roman Empire are somewhal “duli and colourless”, while 
his polemical works make for “exciting” reading. However, the former are 
of lasting and solid value, while the latler are monuments to 
tum-of-the-cenlury rationalism and deification of science. 

Before moving on to his Byzantine works, it may be helpful to 
recapitulate some of Bury’s principles for the study of history. History is 

1) A science; independent, objective, and for the service of no a 
priori purpose; 

2) a flow of events adhering to a chain of causes, although the chance 
coincidence of two independent chains of causes may cause events 
which were not the logical necessity of the chains; 

3) a unity and continuity that includes past, present and futurę; 

4) not to be approached with preconceived philosophical schema or 
with immediate reference to one’s own limę and place. 

A glance at prevailing atlitudes lowards Byzantium prior to Bury helps 
us to appreciale his contributions to the study of Byzantine history. To begin 
with, relations between the East and the West had rarely been good. 
Westerners madę little effort to understand the east and vice versa. 
Therefore, an already abysmal ignorance of the Eastem Empire was further 
obscured by the Turkish conquest and the subsequent fear of the Turks. 


49 J. B. Bury, “A Letieron the Writing of History,” Selected Essays of J. B. Bury, cd. 
Harold Temperley, (London: Cambridge, 1930) 70-71. In his introduction to Gibbon’s 
works. Bury admitted that Gibbon had allowed his temperament to color his history in 
order to prove a congcnial thesis, but hc seemed to approve of this, holding that as long 
as the facts were sound, then an inieresling and artful presentation was desirable. 
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Additionally, the attitudes of many scholars were noL helplul. Vollaire 
described Byzantinc history as “a worthless repertory of declamalion and 
miracles, disgraccful to thc human mind. 50 Montesquieu was a bit morę 
objective: he admilled that Byzantium was the continuation of the Roman 
Empire and should be treated as such. However, he despised the Eastem 
Empire as an entity, describing it as corrupt and defective in social 
character, religious life and warfare. Despite his dislike of the medieval 
period, his work has been described as thought-provoking and perhaps 
helpful with the morę objective attitude of later generations of scholars. 51 

Gibbon did not do much better. Although he established clearly the 
continuity of the Empire, he was hampered by his Enlightenment prejudices 
and the lack of original sources in languages which he could read (he did not 
read Greek). These factors combined to create an hislorical method that 
Bury described as “in harmony with the author’s contemptuous attitude 
toward the ‘Byzantine’ or ‘Lower’ Empire.” 52 The Byzantine Empire is dealt 
with in one chapler, and he is almost blinded by his phobic dislike for 
monks, the church, Byzantine govemment and customs, and so on. He felt 
that to deal with Byzantium in detail would not “provide the ‘patient’ reader 
with an adequate reward of instruction or amusement.” 53 Byzantine history 
was for Gibbon 

...a tedious and uniform tale of weakness and misery. On the throne, in the 
camp, in the schools, we search, perhaps with fruitless diligence, the namcs 
and characters (hal deserve to be rescued from oblivion. 54 

Bury, however, is not afraid to criticize the attitudes of his predecessors. 
He begins the preface to his 1889 work A History of the Later Roman 
Empire from Arcadius to Irene (395 A.D. to 800 A.D.) by stating that 

There is no period of history which has been so much obscured by incorrecl 
and misleading litles as the period of the later Roman Empire. It is...more 
due to improper names that one might at first be disposed to admit, that the 


50 A. A. Vasiliev, History of the Byzantine Empire 324-1453, (2nd ed; Madison: 
Universily of Wisconsin, 1973)6. 

51 Ibid., 8. 

52 Edward Gibbon, The Decline and Fali of the Roman Empire, J. B. Bury, ed., 7 
vols., (Methuen: London, 1896) vol. 1 page liii. In taking Gibbon to task for his 
presentation of the Eastem Empire, Bury States that Gibbon’s presentation is superficial 
and gives a false impression of the facts. 

53 Ibid., 10. 

54 Steven Runciman, “Gibbon and Byzantium,” Daedulus (Summer 1976) 103. 
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import of that period is so constanLly misundcrslood and its character so 
often misrepresented. 55 

He goes on to show that titles such as “Byzanline” or “Greek” are in the 
first place misleading and in the second place usually misused and 
misunderstood by lhosc who use them. He much preferred to approach 
Byzantine history by mcans of a unified and continuous methodology. 
Although the Empire underwent changes with the passagc of timc, no 
distinct Byzanline Empire began to exist. The link betwcen the unity and 
continuity view and his work in Byzantine history was annunciated in his 
Inaugural Address. 

In no field...have the recognition of continuity and the repudiation of 
eclecticism been morę notable or morę fruitful than in a field in which I 
happen to be specially inlerested, the history of the Eastem Roman Empire, 
the foster-molher of Russia. 56 

He goes on to State that he does not want to adopt one of the misused 
titles for his book and perpetuale a stereotype of Byzantium as somelhing 
separate and unrelated when it was really a continuous part of a larger 
political, economic and social entity. In furlher clarification, he holds the 
empire to have been a unified entity up until Charlemagne’s coronation in 
800 A.D., and then there to have been both an Eastem and a Western 
Empire. Therefore, he does not speak of the fali of the Empire at the hands 
of the barbarians, but of their dismemberment of the western portion of the 
Empire, and its survival in the East. He then rejects completely the use of 
the term Byzantine, viewing it as dangerous and misleading. 57 

The causes of the disintegration of the Empire in the western portion are 
neatly discemible and can be attributed to the confluence of four causes. 
These causes are: 1) slavery, which caused agricultural havoc and destroyed 
the middle class; 2) oppression, both political and economic, which also 
helped to destroy the middle class and create disaffection of the entire 
populace; 3) the importation of barbarians from Central Europę to 
counteract the depopulation caused by the previous iwo conditions, which 
he sees as breaking down the demarcation betwcen Romę and the extemal 
nations, and bringing people of questionable loyalty within Roman borders; 


55 J. B. Bury, A History of the Later Roman Empire from Arcadius to Irene (A.D. 
395 to A.D. 800, (London: Macmillan, 1889) v. 

56 Bury, “Science of History,” 12. 

57 Bury, History ... Arcadius to Irene, x. 
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and 4) Christianity, which crcatcd indiffcrcnce, opposed Roman ideals, and 
caused underpopulation by encouraging monasticism and discouraging 
marriage. The factors of ihe barbarians pressing from without, the 
heterogeneity of the State within, and its various other weaknesses brought 
about the collapse of the western portion of the Empire. 58 

The work has seclions that very poelically describe the social and 
cultural situation in the late empire, especially the struggle betwcen 
paganism and Christianity. Bury even describes some of the better effects 
that Christianity had on society. The civil and financial administration of the 
empire is dealt with in some detail, as in all of Bury’s works, and then the 
reigns of the later emperors. The bulk of the work deals with the empire 
vis-a-vis the barbarian invasions, as he sees the invasions as the chief cause 
of the dismemberment. It can be said that most of the period is dealt with in 
all its aspecls and treated as a whole; no other work of this naturę had ever 
been written of the period in question. Although he does make several 
subjective judgments, there is nonę of the mordant earicature of Gibbon. 
Bury is interestcd in facts, and herc his science of history seems refreshing. 
He is morę at home with political and social history; the chapter on the art of 
the period was written by his wile. The sections on the political, civil and 
social conditions and the administration of the empire were describcd by the 
famous Roman hislorian M. Rostovtzeff as the best short description of the 
generał conditions which prevailed in the late Roman Empire. 59 

In the same year Bury published a work on the chronicie of Psellos under 
the titlc The Roman Emperors from Basil II to Isaac Komnenos (A.D. 
976-1057. The work is a brief biography of each of the emperors of this 
period. The reign of the emperor in question is examined as well as the 
charactcr, and a rcasoned judgment is madę, covering both slrengths and 
weaknesses. The judgments are usually fair, sober, and thoughtful, and hc 
even tries to rehabilitate certain emperors who perhaps suffered a bit from 
the calumny of a biascd chroniclcr. Through this work, the reader is able to 
appreciate the times in which these emperors lived, the problems and 
situations that they faced, and the strenglhs and weaknesses of these all too 
fallible people. This style is so taken for granted now that it is hard lo realize 
that this entire period and all its participants were oncc dismissed with 
contcmpt and derision. 


58 Ibid., 25-36 passim. 

59 Vasiliev, History , 23. 
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In a 1900 article, Bury gave equally concrete reasons lor the survival of 
the Empire in the East. The east was morę united, vigorous, populous, and 
wealthy than the west and was physically morę difficult for an invader to 
occupy. Natural barriers protected the easlem provinces, and the city of 
Constantinople was placed at a strategically perfect place and was well 
fortified. The east was governed by a long string of able, competent 
emperors who were in touch with the people and zealous for reform. Also, 
Christianity was a cohesive social force due to the 1'act that there was little 
pagan-Christian friction and alienation in the east. 60 

A History of the Eastern Roman Empire from the Fali of Irene to the 
Accession of Basil 1 (A.D. 802-867) was a 1912 continuation of his first 
work. Bury was not really comfortable with anything other than political an 
adminislrative history; out of 450 pages in this work five comprise the 
seclion on art and leaming. He is far less tolerant of Christianity in this 
book, as he became in later life, and his familiar theme of the faith being ihe 
shackler of minds and the enemy of intellectual progress is morę evident. 

This is the time period that encompasses the iconoclastic slruggle. Bury 
must maintain his principles of exploring the total history, and he does. 
However, he makes no secrel of his distaste in having to deal with this 
subject, he even States that it would he hetter left to theologians. The only 
empathy he shows is when he identifies somewhal with the iconoclasts, 
hinting that they are the proto-rationalists. However, he is too much the 
historian to ignore it, as it was the principle political and social event of that 
period. With regard to mere events, he does deal with it fairly objectively, 
but strictly from a political standpoint. Baynes said that “The discrete 
student will not go to Bury’s hooks for his Church history.” 61 He was 
correct. 

The 1923 introduction to the volume of the Cambridge Medieval 
History, which deals with the Eastern Empire, is a good bricf stalement of 
his view of the important aspects of Byzantinc history. He feels that the 
history of the Eastern Empire must be viewed separately, rather than as an 
adjunct to European history. The Eastern Empire is the successor to Romę 
and the transmitter of Hellenistic culture. His identification with the culture 
of ancient Greece may have had an influence on his original interest in 


60 J. B. Bury, “Causes of the Survival of the Roman Empire in the East,” Selected 
Essays ofJ. B. Bury , ed. Harold Temperley (London: Macmillan, 1930) 232-236. 

61 Baynes, Bibliography, 88. 
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Byzantine history. The Eastem Empire, viewed as a political entity, provided 
as a main service lo Europę a bulwark against invaders from the East. Erom 
the standpoint of civilization, it educated the Slavs, sent its goods to Europę, 
and was the guardian of classical antiquity. Some of the sources of strength 
for the East were: the high degree of education existing for the lay people of 
society, both men and women, and the fact that Byzantine culture was an 
aristocracy of education rather than birth. Additionally, the Byzantines 
perfected military science, adapting their tactics for fighting different foes, 
in contrast to western rigidity in this area. The greatest reason, however, is 
the Byzantine ability to adapt to different situations. He feels that the 
legendary Byzantine conservatism is a gross exaggeration: 

It is obvious that no State could have lasted so long in a changing world, if il 
had not had the capacity of adapting itself to new conditions...That 
conception of the lalcr Empire which has madę the word Byzantine almost 
equivalent to Chinese was based on ignorance, and is now discrediled...Now 
that we are getting to know the facts better and the darkness is gradually 
lifting, we have come to see that the history of the Empire is far from being a 
monotonous chronicie of pałace revolutions, circus riots, theological 
disputes, tedious ceremonies in a servile court, and realise that, as in any 
other political society, conditions were continually changing and in each 
succeeding agc new political and social problems presenled themselves for 
which some solution had lo be found. 62 

In the same year, his finał great work and probably his masterpiece 
appeared. The History of the Later Roman Empire from the Death of 
Theodosius / to the Death of Justinian is a rewrite of his first works of 1889. 
The work leaves off at 565 this time, and he planned another volume to take 
it up to where the 1912 work begins, but this plan was cut short by his death. 
This work corrects many of the deficiencies of the first work. Political, 
financial and ecclesiastical administration is dealt with in detail. A great deal 
of attention is paid to topography of both the empire and the city. Large 
sections are devoted to the councils, Christological controversies, monas- 
ticism, suppression of pagans and heretics, and theological disputes. 
Allowances being madę for his prejudice in these areas, they are well 
written, based firmly on original sources, and relatively objective in 
judgment. 


62 J. B. Bury, “Iniroductory Survey of Byzantine History,” Selectecl Essays of J. B. 
Bury, ed. Harold Temperly (London: Cambridge, 1930) 225. 
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It is in the introduction, and the resulling cmphasis in thc text, however, 
ihat this work diffcrs greally from the first. It is in this work that Bury 
applies his theory or contingency. It is in essence a denial of the causal 
thesis of the first work. First of all, he discounts dcpopulalion as a cause for 
the fali of the west. It had peaked by the limę of Auguslus, and there is no 
evidence that it was less populous in the 4th and 5th cenluries than in the 
first. 63 Depopulation probably caused a decline and weakening from the 
height of the empire, but did not cause a fatal weakness. Likewise with 
barbarian invasions: their numbers were not all that great, and the empire 
had an effective military machinę. He also denies that Christianity was a 
weakening force. Even with its divisions, Christianity acted as a binding 
force, and he States that Christians were just as pugnacious and bellicose as 
pagans. He points out that even the teachings of St. Augustine were 
compatible with defense of the State. The barbarian dismemberment is still 
seen as the immediate agent of the fali of the west but not its cause. What 
was the cause? 

The truth is that the success of the barbarians in penetrating and founding 
States in the western provinces cannot be explained by any generał 
consideration...The gradual collapse of the Roman power in this section of 
the Empire was the consequences of a series of conńngent events (italics 
his). No generał causes can be assigned that madę it ineyitable. 64 

He goes on to give an instructive example: the first contingency was the 
invasion of the Huns into Europę. This was due to a string of causes 
independent from the weaknesses of thc Roman Empire. Situations were 
mismanaged, and a disastrous battle was lost by an incompetent empcror 
(Valens, 378 A.D.). This was the second contingency. His succcssor 
allowed many of the barbarians to settle in Roman tcrritory, which 
established a bad precedent. He probably would have realized the weakness 
of this policy if he had lived longer, but he dicd prematurely. This was the 
third contingency. There were able men in linę for succession, but thc throne 
passed to a feeble-minded hoy. This was the fourth contingency. These 
contingencies had nothing to do with the condition of the empire. These 
events did not in themselves spell disaster. If the regent and de facto head ol 


63 J. B. Bury, The Later Roman Empire (London, rev. ed., 1923), vol. I., 13, in The 
Fali of Romę: Can li be Explained? ed. Mortimer Chambers (New York: Holi, Rhinehari 
and Winston, 1970). 

64 Bury, The iMter Roman Empire (1923), 15. 
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the govemment and military had been a man of Roman birth and tradition, 
thc empire might have survived these events. 65 

However, it had been Ihe policy to elevate Germans to high positions in 
the Empire, and the man to whom the responsibility of the Empire now fell 
was the German Stilicho. Bury devotes an entire section to this one man and 
his dubious accomplishments. Stilicho had no intention of being 
treacherous, but he could not be countcd on to effcctively manage a situation 
where the Empire was fuli of Germans and morę German tribes were 
pressing from without. He madę many fatal mistakes, and when he died, the 
Goths were in control of Italy, and Gaul as well as Spain were being ruled 
by Germanie tribes. The dismemberment of the West was not entirely due to 
this; if these contingent events had not occurred, the dismemberment might 
still have taken place, but ovcr a period of time, at a much later datę, and 
perhaps in a much different manner. The condilions of weakness in the 
Empire still exisled, and they did conlribute to its fali. One of the chief 
weaknesses was the necessity of using barbarians both in the army and in 
high-ranking positions. Bury’s point is that these conditions did not make 
the loss of the West in the fifth century inevitable. The string of contingent 
events did. There is a fine tension between the two, the latter providing the 
spark for the immediate eyent. 66 

In assessing the works of Bury, his prejudices and biases can be 
overlooked, as all historians have them. In his strictly hislorical works, his 
prejudices do not seriously affect the outeome. He was not suited to 
investigatc all areas of a period, as he was not comfortable with art, religion 
and the morę “irrational” areas of human culture. The scctions of his work 
are not woven together; they are separate, exclusive scctions, which can 
make for boring and choppy reading. He failed to give an impression or 
sense of the time and place; and it can be said that his works have 
nineteenlh-eentury positivist stamped all over them. However, he did 
recognize thc importance of these different areas and madę the effort to deal 
with them, which is something that few historians had done. 

The two previously mentioned works that were strongly biased are 
unfortunate. Perhaps it can be said that they were morę personal essay than 
history. Bury was a man of strong opinions, and when he viewed 


65 Ibid., [5. 

66 Bury, Later Roman Empire (1923), 15-16. 
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contemporary events that affected him and his world, his opinions and 
emotions predominated. 

Bury helped to clevale the standards of historical mcthod. His main 
conccm was not rhetoric or litcrary cffcct, but the arrival at what he felt to 
be the truth based on the nearest approximation to the facts. Although this is 
impossible to achieve in enlirely, it must be said that he performed this task 
admirably. His Byzantine works are based solidly on odginał sources, of 
which he was critical. Bury was one of the first to use Russian and olher 
Slavonic languages in which he was proficient. His work and his opinions 
are still reflected in much modem work. In many respects, he was not 
doctrinaire, and was willing not only to change his views, as with the role of 
contingencies, but to apply these new views in his work. There was always a 
fairly close adherence to his theoretical opinions in his practical works. The 
history of the Eastern Empire is viewed as one and continuous with classical 
antiquity and modem Russia; he refused to segment history into exclusive 
periods and areas. Bury’s view of the unity and continuity of history, and the 
need for a synoptic study of history, is needed as a counterbalance in an age 
of increasingly narrow specialization. His enduring contribution is in 
Eastern Roman history. He was able to take a neglected, distorted and 
misunderstood area, analyze it, and present it for posterity. Byzantium had 
never really becn understood before Bury, and if the “darkness is lifting,” it 
is for the most part due to his efforts. 

Pontificio Istituto Orientale Scott M. Lewis, S.J. 
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COMMENTARII BREYIORES 


Ugo Zanetti, S J. 

Notę sur «Ibnodi nay nan» 
dans la Semaine Sainte ethiopienne 

L’office de la Semaine Sainte ethiopienne, ou Gebra Hemamat ("Mlć : 
), contient entre autres une br&ve litanie qui est repćtee & 
chaque heure. Cette litanie a ete dćcrite pour le Vendredi Saint par O. 
Raineri 1 : a la fin de 1’office, les 41 Kyrie eleison prćvus habituellement 
par la liturgie des heures sont executes en se prostemant, a choeur alteme, 
et la formule connait une variation. On chante en effet par groupe de 
quatre (ci-aprós la translittćration de ce qui figurę dans 1’edition liturgi- 
que 2 ; KE = “kiryalayson”) 


KE (12 fois: 3x4) 

KE KE 

'Ebnodi naynan 

KE 

KE 

KE 

Ta’os naynan 

KE 

KE 

KE 

Masyas naynan 

KE 

KE 

KE 

‘Amanu’el naynan 

KE 

KE 

KE 

'Iyasus naynan 

KE 

KE 

KE 

Krestos naynan 

KE 

KE 

KE 

Tesbuta naynan 

KE 


et encore une fois KE (pour arriver a 41). 

La description d’0. Raineri presente une variante: on ne dit au debut 
qu’un seul quatrain de Kyrie eleison, mais on ajoute a la fin de la serie: 

KE KE ’Adonay naynan KE 

KE KE Saba’ot naynan KE 

conclus par un demier KE, de manierę a conserver le nombre total de 41. 
L’ordre dans lequel se presentent ces invocations peut aussi varier d’apres 
le livre ou le manuscrit examinć. Ces variantes n’ont de toute faęon pas 
grandę importance. 

Le terme “naynan” (souvent ecrit en deux mots, mais pas dans notre 
edition, precisśment) represente ćvidemment le copte NM MMI, “aie pitić 


1 Osvaldo Raineri, Luca 23,42, greco, nella liturgia eliapica del Venerdi Santo, 
dans Ephemerides Liturgicae, 94/3 (1980), p. 271-277, ou 1’on lrouvera la description 
de la partie de 1’office dans ]equel elle s’insere. 

2 Gehra Hemamat duc au Mamher Walda Mfka’el Berhana Masąal et souvem 
rćimprimee (nous utilisons la 2 e ćdition, Addis Abeba, 1972 ćth. = 1980 A.D.): voir p. 
49, Office de la l e heure de la nuit du lundi. 


nrp 59 119931 407-510 
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de nous”, et il n’est pas necessaire de traduire Kupie łXetaoi/, pas plus, sans 
doute, que Gębę, MeooLaę, ’Epp.auoupX, 'lrioous 1 , XpiaTÓS', AeaTTOTCt, 
ainsi que ’A8oud'i et Xa(3aÓT (quelque peu deformes par le passage de 
1’ćcriture grecque a la copte, et de celle-ci a 1’ethiopien, sans doute via un 
intermediaire en graphie arabe). II nous reste «’Ebnodi», dans lequel on a 
reconnu depuis longtemps le copte (JUlOTf (Dieu) 3 , et qui a ćte dument 
cataloguć par Strelcyn 4 5 . La graphie correspondante a ete signalće dans 
plusieurs bilingues medievaux et elle repond a la prononcia- 

tion traditionnelle du copte — distincte en cela de la prononciation 
moderne, consćcutive au mouvement de renaissance qui eut lieu au siecle 
demier, sous le patriarchę Cyrille IV, puisque dans les translittćrations 
contemporaines Eon trouve toujours ^jisl (prononcć «’efnutr») 6 . 

La prćsence d’une voyelle prosthśtique (’eb-) semble due a l’influence 
de 1’arabe 7 , et on la retrouve dans les textes signales a la notę 5, qui sont 
relativement tardifs; par contrę, la transcription de -ti par -di et la presence 
de -b- au lieu de -/- s’expliquent par la prononciation antique 
(puisqu’aussi bien 1’arabe connalt les sons -t- et -/-), et on en trouve des 
attestations ailleurs 8 . 


3 Deji dans le catalogue des mss ethiopiens de la Vaticane, par S. Grćbaul et K. 
Tisserant (Codices Aethiopici Valicani et Borgiani, Barberinianus Orientalis 2, 
Rossianus 865, Pars prior, Cite du Vatican, 1935: n° 176, p. 636, 2°, od le ms. a la 
graphie MK^); aussi S. Strelcyn, Priires magiques ethiopiennes pour delier les 
charmes (maftghe Herdy), = Rocznik Orientalistycz.ny, 18 (1955), p. 1-498 (voir p. 
448b: ?>9 D< ?A,). Cette derniere reference nous a ete aimablemenl signalee par don O. 
Raineri, que nous remercions avec plaisir. 

4 S. Strelcyn, Materiaux ethiopiens pour servir a la prononciation arahisee du 
copte, dans Rocznik Orienlalistyczny, 22 (1957), p. 7-54: voir p. 18. 

5 Par ex. Georgy Sobhy, The traditional pronunciation of Coptic in the Church of 
Egypt, dans BSAC 6 (1940), p. 109-117 (voir p. 117); Maria Cramer, Vat. copt. 18 
und die Aussprache des Koptischen, dans Oriens Christianus, 45 (1961), p. 78-94 
(voir p. 92). 

6 Nous ne prendrons qu’un exemplc: Hidmat al-Sammas, missel avec le textc arabe 
et la translitteration du tcxtc copte destinć au diacrcs — nous avons 1’ćdition publiee 
il y a quelques annees par la librairic Mahabba, sans datę — par ex. p. 8 (justcmenl 
j;Li łsU = cjirtoTt rt^t na^n) etc. 

7 Cf. H. J. Pololsky, Une question d'orthographe bohai’rique, dans BSAC, 12 
(1949), p. 25-35 = Collected papers (Jerusalcm, 1971), p. 378-388) pour la voyelle 
prosthetique (p. 26: avant le XIV C s., le djinkim n’est employś que pour les nasales et 
les voyelles formant syllabc a cllcs seules). 

8 Cf. J. Vergole, Grammaire copte, la (Partie synchronique), Louvain 1973 (§ 15 et 
32, p. 13 cl 18): le copte ne connaft pas 1’opposition de sonoritś pour les occtusives, et 
le/reprśsentait une occlusive sourde aspiree (§ 22, p. 15, ou l’on trouve un exemple 
anlique: ’ETTajuux 0 S' = Gc|ortg); voir aussi W. H. Worrell, Coptic Sounds (= Univ. of 
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Cet usage n’existe pas dans le rituel de la Basha ou «Semaine Sainte» 
tel qu’il est pratiquć aujourd’hui dans 1’Eglise copte. Cela ne signifie pas, 
toutefois, qu’il n’y ait jamais eu cours. En effet, le grand encyclopćdiste 
copte Śams al-Ri’asa Abu 1-Barakat ibn Kabar nous dćcrit, au chap. 18 de 
son ouvrage Misbah al-zulma fi idah al-hidma (La lampę des tćnebres 
<pour ćclairer> l’intelligence du service <liturgique>), les offices de la 
Semaine Sainte 9 . Apr&s les lectures de 1’Ancien Testament, la repetition 
(12 fois) de la formule «A toi la gloire...», la lecture de l’evangile, du 
“tarh” (chant de meditation de l’ćvangile) et eventuellement de 1’homelie, 
on passe a la litanie de supplication 10 . 

Vient alors la precision d’Abu 1-Barakat qui a attire notre attention 11 : 
«Puis HM N&N et Kyrie eleison 48 (fois) quatrain par ąuatrain: 12 
quatrains. Et a la fin de cela: Notre Pere. Et le pretre dit ces mots en 
copte: ^pt krajiH ktoAz rmeTeNM$HOTt rtTe[Te]ff6f umcuor. 
TTOC epe TTOTCliOT eptOTert “Faites charite. Courbez vos tetes pour 
recevoir la benediction du Seigneur. Que le Seigneur vous benisse”. 
Ensuite il dit la benediction, et renvoie le peuple en disant...». 

II ne nous parait gu&re douteux que ces douze quatrains aient quelque 
rapport avec les 41 Kyrie eleison chantes aujourd’hui en Ethiopie, et qui 
se composent aussi de quatrains (avec un troisieme terme variable). La 
reduction de 48 & 41 n’a rien d'etonnant: d’une part, si l’on additionne les 
indications telles que les donnę notre edition de la Gehra Hemamat et la 
description fournie par O. Raineri, on retrouvera exactement 12 quatrains; 
d’autre part, c’est le chiffre de 41 qui est constamment retenu par les 
Eglises copte et ethiopienne dans leur liturgie des heures, au point que 


Michigan Studies, Humaniście Series, 26), Ann Arbor, 1934 (p. 19 et 131), el 
Strelcyn, Materiawc (eile n. 4), p. 18 (’ ehnodi , 'etba pour (prtOTt, T$e), 44 (d pour 
t) et 50 ( ’em'ibradi pour UtppHT). 

9 On trouve une traduction franęaise de noinbreux cxtraits des chap. 16-19 de cet 
ouvrage dans 1’article de L. Villecourt, Les Observances liturgiques et la discipline du 
jefme dans 1’Eglise Copte. (Ch. XVI-XIX de la Lampe des Tenebres), dans Le Museon, 
36 (1923), p. 249-292, 37 (1924), p. 201-280, ei 38 (1925), p. 261-320. Fautc d’une 
edition critiąuc du texte original, on peul recourir a 1’śdition recemment publice par 
les soins du P. (aujourd’hui śveque) Samuel du Monastórc des Syriens: Misbah al- 
zulma fliddh al-hidma l-ibn Kabar (al-qarn 14 milddi ), 2 e partie, [Le Caire, 19921, 
p. 203. 

10 Serie de demandes commenęant par «Pricz pour...»; Abu 1-Barakat eu men- 
tionne 18, en precisant qu’il en trouvc 27 ailleurs, et que d’autres 1’abregent ż 12 
intencions; il semble que, dans 1’usage copte acluel, il y en ait au moins 27 le soir et au 
moins 21 le malin (d’autres intentions pouvant s’y ajouler). Nous en comptons 22 aux 
p. 48-49 de la Gebra Hemamat (ed. citće). 

11 Yillecourt, Observances, (= Museon. 38 [19251, P- 279): fol. 194 de U. 
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Ton pourrait a bon droit soupęonner le chiffre 48 d’etre un developpe- 
ment tardif, marque par le detriplement du premier quatrain — mais, 
jusqu’& prćsent, nous n’en connaissons pas de temoignage antćrieur & Abu 
1-Barakat qui, au dćbut du XIV e siłcle, nous atteste le chiffre de 48. 

II serait interessant de savoir si les Coptes, comme les Ethiopiens 
aujourd’hui, modifiaient la troisieme invocation de chaque quatrain pour 
y invoquer nommement le Christ; ce serait un usage parallele a celui qui 
est suivi pour le Trisaghion (adresse au Christ: qui as ete crucifie pour 
nous, ou qui es ne de la Vierge, etc.). 

Peut-etre des recherches plus approfondies permettront-elles d’en 
trouver tracę dans des documents coptes; en attendant, on peut 
difficilement nier que ce petit point, a cótć de bien d’autres, montre que 
1’ćtude de la liturgie ethiopienne, dćj^ bien intśressante en elle-meme, est 
de plus susceptible de mieux nous faire connaitre la liturgie copte 
medievale 12 . 


Societe des Bollandistes Ugo Zanetti, S.J. 

Bruxelles 


,z Cf. Ugo Zanetti, Is the Ethiopian Holy Week sen/ice translated from Sahidic? 
Towards a Siudy of the Gcbra Hemamat (communication presentee a la XIlh Interna¬ 
tional Conference of Ethiopian Studies, Addis-Abcba du 1 au 6 avril 1991: correspon- 
dance des lcęons scripturaires). 
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Griechisches Schul- und Ordenstheater der 
Gegenreformation und der Orthodoxie in der Agais 
(1580-1730) 

Ein Forschungsbericht 

Die intensiven Forschungen der letzten Jahre auf dem Gebiet der 
“mittelgriechischen” Theatergeschichte' haben unter anderem zu dem 
Ergebnis gefiihrt, daB zu den bisher bekannten Kapiteln des Kretischen 
Theaters (ca. 1590-1669) 2 und des friihen Heptanesischen (wahrscheinlich 
schon in der ersten Halfte des 17. Jahrhunderts, vielleicht auch schon 
friiher) 3 und vor dem Einsetzen der Theatertiitigkeit der Griechischen 
Aufkliirung in der Moldau und der Wallachei 4 noch ein Kapitel einzuschie- 
ben ist, das Auffiihrungen und Dramenproduktion auf den iigaischen Inseln 
im 17. und im ersten Viertel des 18. Jahrhunderts betrifft. 5 Dieses Phiino- 
men ist einerseits ais Auslaufer der Kretischen Tradition, die noch iiber den 
Fali von Candia hinauswirkl, 6 zu begreifen, andererseits in Beziehung zu 


1 Zu Begriff und Forschungsiibersicht vgl. W. Puchner, Forschungspcrspektiven zur 
mittelgriechischen Theatergeschichte. In: Akten des XVI. Internationalen Byzantinisten- 
kongresses Bd. II/6. Jahrbuch der Ósterreichischen Byzantiriistik 32 (1982) S. 213-228. 

2 Dazu in Ubersicht W. Puchner, “Kretisches Theater” zwischen Rcnaissance und 
Barock (zirka 1590-1669). Forschungsbericht und Forschungsfragen. Maskę und 
Kothum 26 (1980) S. 85-120 (mit der gesamten alteren Literatur). 

3 Diese Annahme grtindet auf der Edition der “Eugena” von Teodoro Montselese in 
Venedig 1646 sowie dem erhaltenen Prolog zum Lobe der Insel Kefallonia (ca. 1650). 
Vgl. T. Montselese, Eugena , a cura di Mario Vitti. Napoli 1965. Sp. Evangelatos, 
loropCa tou Oedrpou eu KecpaWrjtia 1600-1900. Athen 1970 [Theatergeschichte 
Kefalloniens 1600-1900]. Zu einer eventuellen Theatertatigkeit schon im 16. 
Jahrhundert vgl. A. Vincent, Antonio da Molino in Greecc. Ellinika 26 (Thessaloniki 
1973) S. 113-117. 

4 Dazu in Ubersicht W. Puchner, Hof-, Schul- und Nationaltheater der griechischen 
Aufklarung im Europaischen Sudosten. Maskę und Koihurn 21 (1975) S. 235-262 (mit 
der gesamten Literatur). 

5 Zur ersten Ubersicht iiber diese Problematik W. Puchner, 'Itictoultiko OćctTpo 
ctto Alyaio tou 17ou alwua. Ariadnę 3 (Rethymno 1985) S. 191-206 [Jcsuitisches 
Theater in der Agais des 17. Jahrhunderts], in erweiterter Fassung in 'EAkriuudi 
©eaTpoAoyla. Athen 1988, S. 299-312 [Griechische Theaterwissenschaft ]. 

6 Das Weiterleben der kretischen Spieltradition nach 1669 betrifft vor allem die 
Ionischen Inseln (Heptanesos), und zwar zunehmend auch das Yolkstheaier. Vgl. W. 


OCP 59 [1993)511-521 
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setzcn mit der intensiven katholischen Ordenstatigkeit im medilerranen 
Bereich des Osmanischen Reiches. 7 Schon die 1683 auf Zantc aufgefiihrle, 
der laleinischen Jesuitentragodie “Zeno” von Joseph Simons nachgebildele 8 
byzantinisch-barocke hislorische “Haupt- und Staatsaklion” des “Zenon” 9 
verweist auf diesen Zusammenhang. 10 

Die Verbindung der alten kretischen Theatertradition, — vor allem die 
Tragodie “Erophile” (um 1600) von Georgios Chortatsis weisl ein bedeu- 
tendes Nachleben sowohl in der Hochliteratur wie auch in der miindlichen 
Uberlieferung auf —, ist sowohl im kykladischen Raum wie auch auf Chios 
greifbar. Aus Paros diirfte ein kurzer Prolog eincs verschollenen Pastoral- 
dramas mit dem wahrscheinlichcn Titel “Kallimachos und Rodamnia” stam- 
men," stark bceinfluBl vom Hirtenspiel “Panoria” des genannten Chortatsis 
aus Rethymno, 12 entstandcn wohl in der zweiten Halfte des 17. Jahrhun- 


Puchner, Kretische Renaissance- und Barockdramatik in Volksauffuhrungcti auf den 
Sieben Inseln. Osterreichische Zeitschrift fur Volkskunde XXX/79 (1976) S. 232-242. 

7 Dazu in Ubersichl A, Vakalopulos, 'Icrropta toD Neou 'EWpuicrpou. Bd. 4. 
Thessaloniki 1974, S. 112-157 [Geschichte des Ncuercn Griechentums] und G, Hering, 
Okumenisches Patriarchat und europdische Politik 1620-1638. Wiesbaden 1968, S. 
150ff. (mit der gesamten altcrcn Bibliographie). 

8 Ediert von Konstaniinos Sathas Venedig 1878 und lelzthin in kritischer Ausgabe 
von Si. Alexiu, Athen 1991. 

9 Zu Vorbild und asthetischem Siaius ais Barocktragódie vgl. W. Puchner, 0eaTpo~ 
koyiKłs 1 epcweę ytd to ttpótutto tou “Zfiutuua”. Thesaurismata XVII 
(Venedig 1980) S. 206-284 [Thcalerwissenschaftliche Forschungen zum Vorbild des 
“Zenon”] und erweitert in E\Xr)vu<i] OeaTpokoyta. Athen 1988, S. 215-297 (mil der 
gesamten relevanicn Literatur). 

10 In einem italienischen Reisebericht von Monsignor Sebastiani finden wir folgendc 
Notiz: “Fu offerto a’ Zantiotti, di fondare in Inghilterra vn Seminario, da insegnaruisi ad 
vn buon numero de’ loro figliuoli; ma, sc bene v' applicauano, pur ne furono 
efficacemente distolti. Volsi peró trattare, di fondare in ąuell 1 lsola islessa un seminario 
sotto la disciplina de’ PP. Gesuiti, e propostolo, [anto i Greci, come quei del nostro Rilo, 
conuennero di farę vn’ Aluarano, nel quale s’ obligarono piu di venti, e quasi tutti Greci, 
di pagare 100. ducati I’ anno per ciascheduno de’ loro figliuoli. . . “ ( Viaggio, e 
navigatione di Monsignor Sebastiani, Fr. Giuseppe di S. Maria detl’ ordine de’ 
Carmelitani Scalzi ... In Roma MDC. LXXXVII, S. 141). 

11 Kritische Edition in G. K. Mavromatis, "Eua fiyuioaTO OcajpiKÓ Ketpeuo toD 
tć\ouj tou 17ou altiua atró Tqy Ilapo. Ariadnę 3 (Rethymno 1985) S. 179-190 
[Ein unbekanntcr Theatertext von Paros am Ende des 17. Jahrhunderts], 

12 Erhalten ist der relativ kurze Prolog von 22 Versen, sowie ein Vers aus dem ersten 
Akt, der aus dem kretischen Hirtenspiel entnommen ist. Die im Prolog skizzierte 
Handlung zwischen dem liebeswunden Schafer und der sproden Hirtin, dem Eingreifen 
von Aphrodite und dem Erosknaben, der die Amazonin mit seincn Pfeilen verwundet, 
erinnen stark an die Handlung der “Panoria” von Chortatsis. 
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derts, 13 wahrend auf der Nachbarinsel Naxos schon 1628 in einer Kirche 
eine religiose Auffuhrung mit dem Thema “il peccatore convertito” 
stattllndet, 14 nach der “Corpus Christi”-Prozession und nur ein Jahr nach 
der Ankunft der Jesuiten auf der Insel. 15 Dieser Auffuhrung diirften noch 
andere gefolgt sein, organisiert auch von den Kapuzinern.' 6 Die Ausbrei- 
tung der Jesuilenkollege in der Agais erfolgt in diesen unsicheren Zeiten 
relativ rasch: Konstantinopcl 1583-1586, ab 1607, zu gleicher Zeit fassen 
sie FuB in Chios, ab 1623 Smyrna, 1627 Naxos, 1640 Nauplion und Patras, 
1641 Paros, 1642 Santorini und Tinos usw. Schul- und Ordenszentren sind 
im 17. Jahrhundert vor allem Naxos, Syros und Chios. 17 

Auffiihrungen wurden nachweislich in Konstanlinopel gehalten 18 (eine 
Vorstellung mit einem Stiick iiber die Bekehrungen des HI. Johannes 
Chrysostomos wurde im Janner 1624, am Festtag des Heiligen nach dem 


13 Die Namen der Protagonisten entstammen dem byzantinischen Ritterroman. Die 
Uberlegung von Mavromatis beziiglich der Datierung stiitzt sich auf den Exodus der 
gebildeten Biirgerschicht im Jahre des Falles von Candia 1669, wobei ein Teil der Kreter 
nachweislich auf Paros scBhafl wurde. 

14 Puchner, ’IricrouiTiKo OćaTpo, op. cit. Die Nachricht ist in der “Descrizione della 
Processione di Corpus Domini. 5 Iuglio 1628” von Arcivescovo Raffaele Schiattini 
erhaltcn (Prop. Scritture riferite, vol. 114: 160 r -l63 v ), cdiert bei G. Hofmann, Vescovadi 
Cattolici nella Grecia. IV. Naxos. Roma 1938 (Orientalia Cristiana Analecta 115) S. 74- 
78, wo es gegen Ende heiBt: “Lasciai di dire che essendosi recitata la tragedia nella mia 
chiesa il medesimo giomo il dopo pranzo, che era il tema il peccatore convertito, non 
solo concorse tutto il popolo latino e greco, ma anco il Bei et il Cadi del luogo mi 
domandó in grazia, che li dessi luogo su nelli musici, e glielo concessi eon molto loro 
gusto et sodisfazione” (vgl. auch Puchner, ’l tictoultkó OeaTpo, op. cit. S. 205). 

15 Die Jesuiten kommen 1627 nach Naxos. Vgl. A. A. V. Laurem, La mission des 
Jćsuites k Naxos de 1627 k 1643. Echos d’ Orient 33 (1934) S. 218-226, 354-476, 34 
(1935) S. 97-105, 179-204, 350-367, 472-481. Weitere Literatur bei Puchner, 'Itictowtl- 
kó OeaTpo, op. cit., S. 196 Anm. 3. 

16 Dies geht aus noch unveroffentlichten Berichten hervor, die Nik. Panagiotakis in 
den Archiven des Vatikans eingesehen hat. Die Kapuziner kommen 1628 nach Naxos. 
Vgl. C. da Terzorio, Le missioni dei minori cappuccini. Santo istorico. Vol. IV. Roma 
1941 (Orientalia Cristiana Analecta 130). 

17 Zur ausgedehnten Bibliographie der Missionsgeschichte in der Agais vgl. die 
Literatur bei Puchner, 'Itictoultlkó OćaTpo, op. cit. S. 194ff. und Hering, op. cit., S. 
I50ff. Vor allem aber die Reihe von G. Hofmann, Vescovadi Cattolici nella grecia: I 
Chios. Roma 1934, II. Tinos. Roma 1936. III. Syros. Roma 1937. IV. Naxos. Roma 
1938. V. Thera (Santorino). Roma 1941. 

18 Vgl. die Stelle in E. Legrand, Relation de Tetablissment des P. P. de la 
Compagnie de Jesus en Levant. Paris 1867, S. 7: “Nous y faison de temps en temps 
quelque petite action, reprćsentant quelque histoire sacrće. Les pelits Grecs sont bon 
aeteurs, le peuple est extrcsmement dćsireux de semblables actions”. 
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orthodoxen Heortologion, in Galata aufgefiihrt), 19 abcr auch im griechi- 
schcn Kolleg des HI. Alhanasios in Rom schon 1580, bereits wenige Jahre 
nach seiner Griindung. 20 Besonders intensiv diirfte die AuffiihrungsLaligkeit 
in Chios bereits ab Jahrhundertanfang gcwesen sein, wenn wir den Worten 
des Palriarchen Lukaris Glauben schenken wollen. 21 Aus Chios stammt 
auch das einzige bisher veroffentlichte Jesuitendrama “David”, 
wahrscheinlich gegen Jahrhundertende oder zu Beginn des 18. Jahrhunderts 
entstanden. 22 Aus Chios kennen wir nun auch drei orthodoxe Geistliche ais 
Verfasser von religiosen Theaterstiicken, die fiir ihre eigenen Schulen 
gedacht waren, 23 und wahrscheinlich unter dem Druck der jesuitischen 
Propaganda, die zeilweise bis zu vier Schulen auf Chios unterhielt, 24 
entstanden. 25 

Sind die Auffiihrungen selbst nicht so ohne weiteres 7.u belegen, so 
besitzen wir nun doch eine Reihe von dramatischen Texten, die eindeutig 
fiir das Theater beslimmt sind. Religiose Dramenwerke sind schon aus der 
kretischen Tradition bekannt: zwei kurze dialogische “Passionen” des 16. 


19 Dic Veroffentlichung dieser Nachricht bleibl eincr kiinftigen Studie vorbehalten. 

20 Vgl. das Schreiben, das der chiotische Gclehrte Theodoros Rentios 1580 “al 
lllustrissimo e Reverendissimo signor il Cardinal Sirleio, nostro patrone” schickt. 
Veroffentlicht in A. Meschini, Teodoro Rendios. Padova 1978 (Studi bizantini i 
neogreci 11) S. 77ff., Kommeniar S. 91. Vgl. auch Puchncr, ’1 pcrouiTtKÓ OeaTpo, op. 
cit. S. 193f. 

21 Vgl. den Lchrdialog “Zelol und Wahrhcitsfreund” (ZpXu)Tp? Kai <J>iXaXp0ps'), 
wo vor den “Komodicn und Theatern” der Jesuiten ausdriicklich gewamt wird. Ausgabe 
von A. Papadopulos-Keramcus, 'A hetera iepoookvpi tl tcfję oraxokoyiaę. Bd. 1. Sc. 
Petersburg 1891, S. 227ff. (ziliert auch bei A. Vakalopulos, luropia tou Nłov 
EAAijwa/uoO Bd. 3. Thessaloniki 1968, S. 450ff.). 

22 'AyywaTou Xi.ou TToipTp. Aa(3t6. Th. Papadopulos. Athen 1979. Zur eventucllen 
Datiemng gegen Jahrhundertende W. Puchner, 'H Trept-nTwcrp tou Aa(3L8. In: 
'Ekkrjpua) Gearpokayia. Athen 1988, S. 312-322. 

23 Vgl. die erste Ankiindigung der Existenz der Handschrift von M. 1. Manusakas, 
Thesaurismata 9 (Venedig 1972) S. 338f. und 10 (1973) S. 407f. 

24 Zu den Jesuitenschulen auf Chios Hofmann, Chios, op. cit. siehe Anm. 17 und Ph. 
Argenti, The religious minorities of Chios. Cambridge 1970. 

25 Vgl. jetzt ausfiihrlich M. I. Manusakas, lleuTe dyuwaTa (mx<>upyppaTa tou 
óp0ó8o£ou 0pr|CTKeuTiKou GcdTpou atró tt] Xlo (17oę ai.) favac()€pp.eya cttó < f>(oę 
dtró a^ayiapeyo x eL fK ) Ypa<l )0 - TTpffKTLKa Tn? 'AKaSripias - 'ASpypy 64 (1989 
[1990], S. 316-334 [Fiinf unbekannte Vcrsgcdichte des orthodoxen religiosen Theaters 
aus Chios (17. Jh. ) veroffentlicht aus einer zerslorten Handschrift] sowie W. Puchner, 
©ppoKeirriKÓ 0ćaTpo cttó Alyaio KaTa t6 I7o Kai 18o aiuya. Pamassos 32 
(Athen 1990) S. 236-252. 
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Jahrhundert, 26 eine davon von Marinos Falieros, 27 die noch den Charakter 
dialogischer Gedichte aufweisen, 28 sodann das anonyme “Opfer Abrahams” 
(Beginn oder erste Halfle des 17. Jahrunderts), das zu den sprachlichen 
Meisterleistungen der kretischen Literatur zahll, 29 theatralischen Biihnen- 
charakter aufweist, 30 aber von den Konventionen der klassizistischen 
Dramaturgie entscheidend abweicht 31 (wie iibrigens auch das heptanesische 
Legendenspiel “Eugena” von Teodoro Montselese, gedruckt Venedig 
1646). 32 Bereits barocken Biihnenkonventionen folgi der nach 1631 
entstandene “Zenon” (Mehrortbiihne, optische und akustische Effekte 
usw.). 33 

Doch auch die neu aufgefundenen Stiicke aus dem agaischen Raum sind 
von der kretischen Literatursprache beeinfluBt. Auffiihrungsindizierend ist 
das Bruchstuck eines “HI. Georg” aus dem Raum der Kykladen im 17. 
Jahrhundert, von dem bloB der Rollenpart einer eher kurzeń Biihnenrolle, 
Anatoleos, an die 100 Verse, erhalten ist. 34 Es handelt sich offensichtlich 
um den Rollenauszug eines Spielers. Ebenso unveroffentlicht ist noch ein 
“Herodes”-Spiel (der genaue Titel ist nicht bckannt, da ein oder zwei der 
auBeren Blatter der Handschrift fehlen, doch geht es um den 
bethlehemitischen Kindermord), 35 das interessanterweise in Prosa verfaBt 
und mit zum Teil ausfiihrlichen italienischen Biihnenanweisungen versehen 


26 Vgl. M. I. Manusakas/O. Parlangeli, a 8 (1954) S. 109-132 [Unbekanntcs 
kretisches Mysterium der Passion Christi]. 

27 M. I. Manusakas, 'EWpyiicd TTotripaTa yid tt) ZTauptocrri tou XpicrroD. 
Melanges offerts a Octave et Melpo Merlier. Bd. 2 Athen 1956, S. 51 -60. 

28 Die Biihnenanweisungen sind wenige und vollig konventionell. 

29 Zur ausgedehnten Spezialliteratur Puchner, “Kretisches Theater”, op. cit., S. 
105ff. 

30 Dazu vor allem W. Bakker, The Sacrifice ol’ Abraham. The Cretan Biblical Drama 
“H Guola tov Afipadp” and Western European and Greek Tradition. Birmingham 
1978. 

31 Keine Aktgliederung, bloB knapp iiber 1000 Verse Umfang, erfordert 
Mehrortbiihne. Zur Biihnenlosung W. Puchner, Scenie spacc in Cretan theatre. 
Mantatoforos 21 (Amsterdam 1983) S. 43-57. 

32 Dazu ausfiihrlich W. Puchner, Raum- und Zeitprobleme in der “Eugena” von 
Montselese. Folia Neohellenica VI (Amsterdam 1984) S. 102-120. 

33 Dazu Puchner, wie Anm. 9. 

34 Das Bruchstuck ist noch unveróffentlicht und wurde von Linos Politis 
aufgefunden. 

35 Der Prosatext soli vom Verf, in Zusammenarbeit mit Nik. Panagiotakis herausge- 
geben werden. 
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ist. 36 Es wurdc im katholischcn Kloster auf Syros entdeckt und slammt 
sprachlich ebenfalls aus dem kykladischen Raum des 17. Jahrhunderts. Im 
gleichen Kloster wurde auch eine Handschrift mit einem “HI. Demelrios”- 
Spiel entdeckt, das mit 1723 zu datieren ist, gleichfalls aus Naxos stammen 
diirfte, in Versen verfaSt und mit komischen Intermedien versehen. 37 

Der zweite geographische Schwerpunkl der Dramenproduktion des 17. 
Jahrhunderts fallt auf Chios. Bisher liegt ediert in kritischer Ausgabe von 
Th. Papadopulos der “David” vor, 38 ein Dramolett von 629 Versen um 
Bestrafung und Reue des Konigs David, eingeleitet von einem allegorischen 
Prolog der Reue, Gerechtigkeit und dem Erbarmen. Epilogfunktion iibt der 
Schutzengel des Romischen Reiches aus. Das Stiick zeigt stark dialektale 
Farbung (“frankochiotika”) und stammt aus katholischer Feder. Der Autor 
ist nicht bekannl, die Datierung diirfte schon ins 18. Jahrhundert fallen oder 
knapp vor der Jahrhundertwende liegen. 39 Neben den chorartigen Passagen 
fallt vor allem das Damonen-Ballett auf. Den vier dummschlauen Teufeln 
ist die gesamte Gegenhandlung aufgebiirdet, ihre Sprechrollcn bilden fast 
ein Drittel des Stuckes. 40 

Den Briickenschlag von der kretischen Tradition zu dieser Dramenform 
scheinen die religiosen Dramenwerke aus Chios zu bilden, die aus einer 
Handschrift von Ioannis Mavrokordatos stammen (dem Bruder des 
bekannten Alexander Mavrokordatos, dem Dolmetscher der Hohen Pforte), 
die 1973 in London von Sotheby und Co. versteigert wurde, in den Besitz 
von Erzbischof Makarios gelangte und bei dem Putsch gegen den 


36 Interessant ist, dali hier auch der Schriftcharakter wechselt. Wahrend der 
griechische Text in Schónschrift ohne weiteres leserlich ist, bieleń die italienischen 
Biihnenanweisungen Probleme der Entzifferung. 

37 Eine kricische Edition dieses Sluckes wird von Nik. Panagiotakis und dem Verf. 
vorbereitet. Zur Inhaltsanalyse vorlaufig Puchner, ©prpKeimKÓ 0eaTpo, op. cit., S. 
246-249. 

38 Wie Anm. 21. 

39 Die Uberlegung einer Dalierung gleich nach 1694/95 stiitzl sich auf den Rache- 
Prolog der “Gerechtigkeit”, der ausdriicklich der Insel Chios gewidmet ist. Nach der 
kurzeń venezianischen Besetzung der Insel 1694/95 gehen die Tiirken vor allem gegen 
die Katholiken vor. Nur die Jesuitenpater bleiben auf der Insel und halten in 
Zivilkleidem heimlich die Messe in Privathausem. Dazu Puchner, 'H TTepitTTtocrri, op. 
cit. (wie Anm. 21, S. 315f. mit dereinschlagigen Literatur). 

40 Sie sprechen insgesamt 185 von den 629 Versen. Die Existenz der DSmonen 
scheint charakteristisch auch fur andere chiotische religifise StUcke. Vgl. dazu in der 
Folgę. 
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zypriotischen Ethnarchen 1974 im Regierungspalasl vcrbrannt isl. 41 Von 
dem Manuskript existierl eine Pholokopie, von der die fiinf religiose 
Dramenwerke in kritischer Ausgabe vorgelcgt werden sollen. 42 Die 
Theaterstiicke diirften in der zweiten Halfte des 17. Jahrhunderts entstanden 
sein und stehen moglicherweise in Zusammenhang mit den katechetischen 
Schulen der HI. Anargyroi und des HI. Viktor in Chios. 43 Alle Stiicke 
stammen von orthodoxen Geistlichen. Die ersten drei Stiicke, ein Dialog zur 
Darbringung Marias im Tempel, ein Auferstehungsspiel und ein Dialog zu 
Eleazar und den sieben Makkabaerkindem, sind von Michael Vestarchis, 
das vierte belrifft die Knaben im Feuerofen von Gregorios Kontaratos und 
das fiinfte die Heilung des Blindgeborenen von Gabriel Prosopsas. Uber die 
Biographien der drei Autoren ist nicht viel bekannt, doch soviel, daS sie 
Geistliche und angesehene Lehrer gewesen sind. 44 Das erste Werk des 
Vestarchis ist ein dialogisches Prophetenspiel mit hymnisch-lyrischen 
Partien zum AnlaS der Darbringung Marias im Tempel. Der Dialog im iibli- 
chen Fiinfzehnsilber (400 Verse) wird von Propheten und Vorviitem des 
Alten Testaments bestritten. Das Sliick weist geringe Theatralitat auf, 
besitzt auch keine Biihnenanweisungen. Theatergerechter isl das zweite 
Stiick um die Auferstehung Christi in sechs Szenen, schon naher an szeni- 
schem Verstehen, das die Osterhandlung bis zur Beriihrung der Wunden 
durch den unglaubigen Thomas verfolgt (616 Verse). Vorlage diirfte in 
beiden Fallen direkt die Heilige Schrift sein. Im Prolog des Dichters wird 
Homer in der Originalsprache zitiert. 

Wesentlich interessanter, vielfaltiger und umfangreicher (1607 Verse) ist 
das dritte Werk des Veslarchis, das auch zwei Intermedien umfaSt: eines 
lehrhaft integriert in das Stiick ais vierte Szene, das das Opfer Abrahams 
bringt (unabhangig vom kretischen Werk), und ein komisches am SchluB, 
das einen Astrologen und seine “Kunst” lacherlich macht. Neben der Haupt- 
handlung um Antiochos Epiphanes, der das mosaische Gesetz abschaffen 
will und “hellenische” Sitten einfiihrt, das Martyrium des alten Eleazar und 
der sieben Makkabaerkinder und ihrer Mutter, finden sich auch Szenen mit 


41 Vgl. Manusakas, wie Anm. 24. 

42 Diese wird von M. I. Manusakas in Zusammenarbeit mil dem Verfasscr seit 
Jahren vorbereitet. 

43 Zu diesen Schulen vor allem P. P. I. Zerlentis, TTepl twu kv Xlw 
<t>pouTiCTTT|puou. Athena 29 (1917) S. 231-254 [Ubcr dic Seminare auf Chios]. 

44 Dazu Manusakas, wie Anm. 24. 
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komischen Damonen, die mit Hilfe des Antiochus ihren Sieg iiber den 
christlichen Glauben zu erringen hoffen. Quelle und Vorbild isl das 
ausfiihrliche vierte Makkabaer-Buch des Alten Testaments, aus dem auch 
der umfangreiche lehrhafte Prolog und Epilog stammt. In der Threnos- 
Szene der Mutter der Makkabiier finden sich direkte Abhangigkeiten und 
Lese-Reminiszenzen aus der “Erophile” des Chortatsis. 

Klassisch ausgewogen und zugleich theatemah ist das Stiick von 
Kontaratos iiber die Drei Knaben im Feuerofen und das Gotzenbild des 
Nebukadnezar (erstes und drittes Buch Daniel) in achl Szenen und einen 
allegorischen Prolog der “Fastenzeit” und des Engels (1118 Verse). Die 
Haupthandlung ist gerahmt von lustigen Damonenszcnen (1 und 8), die ihre 
(fehlschlagenden) Piane zur Vorherrschaft der Idolatrie iiber den 
christlichen Glauben betrelfen. Die Haupthandlung, Weigerung der Gefahr- 
ten des Daniel, das goldene Standbild anzubeten, ihre Strafe im Feuerofen 
und ihre Rettung durch den Engel (Nebukadnezar bekehrt sich zu ihrem 
Glauben und lalit dies im ganzen Reich verkiinden) folgt, mit lebhaftem 
Dialog, Musik- und Gesangseinlagen, haufigem Metrenwechsel (im 17. 
Jahrhundert sonst eher selten) dicht dem Text des Alten Testaments. Ganz 
zu Anfang und ganz zu Ende erscheint zur Belustigung des Publikums, wie 
die Biihnenanweisung vermerkt, ein kleiner Damon, der sich iiber die 
Zuschauer lustig macht. 

Deutlich ist der kretische EinfluB auch in dem Stiick von Prosopsas iiber 
die Heilung des Blindgeborenen und seine AusstoBung aus dem Tempel 
durch die Pharisiier (nach Joh. 9, 1-34). Trotzdem sich die Vorlage nicht 
besonders fur eine dramalische Bearbeitung eignet, ist der Dialog zwischen 
dem “Blindgeborenen”, den Nachbam, seinen Eltem und den Pharisaem 
lebhaft und nicht ohne dramatische ZusammenstoBe. Prosopsas ist 
zweifellos ein geschickter Dramaturg, obwohl oder gerade weil er sich eng, 
oft Vers fiir Vers, an die Bibelvorlage halt. Dieses Stiick naherl sich noch 
am ehesten klassizistischen Dramaturgieprinzipien. Interessant ist auch die 
vorangeslellte “Widmung” an einen Mazen (Dimitrios Kalvokoressis, aus 
einer bekannten chiotischen Familie), die fast Vers fiir Vers der “dedicatio” 
der kretischen Tragodie “Konig Rodolinos” von Ioannis Andreas Troiłoś 
(Venedig 1647) nachgebildet ist. 45 Prosopsas beniitzt seine Vorlage jedoch 
bewuBt und mit Geschick bringt er seine eigenen Abweichungen an, dort 
wo er sie fiir notwendig erachtel. Dasselbe gilt fiir den Prolog, den der 

45 Vgl. die Neuausgabe von M. Aposkiti, Athen 1987. 
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“Neid” spricht: er isl dem Charos-Prolog der “Erophile” sowohl in der 
Struktur ais auch in ganzen Verspartien nachgebildct, wobei der Dichter die 
Vorlage nur dort verlaBt, wo es unbedingl erforderlich ist. Der Haupttext 
selbst folgt ziemlich eng dem sprbden Bibeltext; Prosopsas erweist sich 
beim Umsetzen der Bibel-Koine des Johannes- Evangeliums in eine dialek- 
tal wenig gefarbte Volkssprache seiner Zeit, versifiziert im iiblichen 
Ftinfzehnsilber (“politischen” Vers), ais fahiger Dichter und geschickter 
Dramaturg. Das Stiick ist dreiaktig (957 Verse), doch sind zwischen dic 
Akte Intermedien eingeschoben (das zweite hat durchaus Aktumfang), die 
einen Rcdewettstreit der Leibwachter des weisen Konigs Darius bringen, 
wobei der Sieger, Serubabel, dem Perserkonig das Versprechen entlockt, 
Jerusalem wiederaufzubauen (3. und 4. Kap. des 1. Buches Esdra). Interes- 
santerweise werden diese Intermedien ais “Strophe des Dramas” bezeichnel, 
welcher Terminus sich sonst nur noch bei Petros Katsailis in seiner 
Tragodie “Thyesl” (1721) wiederfindel. 46 Am Aktcnde wird jeweils eine 
Bibelstelle psalmodiert. Am Ende erfolgt noch ein lehrhaften Epilog 
(wieder beeinfluBt vom Charos-Prolog der “Erophile”). War aus dem Text 
des vierten Sluckes zu erkennen, daB cs in der ersten Fastenwoche der 
Quadragesima aufgefiihrt wurde (der “Sonntag der Orthodoxie”, an dem der 
Sieg tiber die Ikonomachen gefeiert wird, der erste Sonntag der Quadrage- 
sima, ist in einer SchluBlitanei deutlich erwahnt), so ist hier eine 
Vorslellung am Sonntag des “Blindgeborenen”, dem funlten Sonntag nach 
Ostem, anzunehmen. 47 

Die kritische Edition dieser chiotischen Stiicke aus der zweiten Hiilfte 
des 17. Jahrhunderts wird dadurch erschwert, daB aus dem Sammelkodex 
manche Seilen fehlen und in seinem ersten Teil im Zuge des Fotokopierens 
aul' allen verso-Blattem die marginal gestellten Sprccherindikationen feh¬ 
len. 48 Vom ersten Sliick des Vestarchis bis zu den Werken von Kontaralos 
und Prosopsas ist deutlich eine zunehmende Theatererfahrung, besseres 
Beherrschen der dramaturgischen Technik, ja sogar zunehmende Tendenz 
zu Ausgewogenheil und Symmetrie zu erkennen, die auf einer bereits 


46 Dazu W. Puchner, 'O TlfTpoę Karaatiris' Kai tó Kpr|Tixó OeaTpo. In: 
Eup(i)TTdiKrf) 0eaTpoXoyta. Athen 1984, S. 183-222, bes. S. 191. 

47 Dies ist auch der Feicrtag der Blindenvereinc. Vgl. D. Lukatos, ZunAripaipaTuai 

rvo x (i l l( ^ l ' a ówifrję. Athen 1985, S. 174. [Erganzungen zum Winter und 

zum Friihling]. 

48 Diese lasscn sich jedoch fast in allen Fallen nach genaucr Text- und Dialoganaly.se 
erganzen. 
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bestehendcn Auffiihrungstradition griinden diirften. 49 Die Bedeutung dieser 
religiosen Theaterstiicke licgt vor allem auch darin, daB sic von orthodoxen 
Geistlichen verlaBt sind, was fiir die griechisch-orthodoxe Kirche, mit 
Ausnahme etwa des Zypriolischen Passionszyklus, 50 ein Unicum darstellt. 
Die Kirchc steht den Schauspielen seit friihchristlicher und byzantinischer 
Zeit fcindlich gegeniiber; 51 wcnn sie also nun in den Katechese-Schulen des 
17. Jahrhunderts eine Theateraktivital aus freien Stiicken entfaltet, so kann 
dies nur unter dem Druck des katholischen Ordenstheaters, hauptsachlich 
der Jesuitcn, geschehen sein. Insofcm bilden diese orthodox-geistlichen 
Stiicke aus dem Altcn und Neuen Testament auch einen indirekten Beweis 
fiir dic Ausbreitung und Intensitat des religiosen Theatcrs der 
Gegenreformation in der Agais, wenn wir davon auch nur ein 
bruchstuckhaftes Bild besitzen. Beidc Entwicklungsstrange kniipfen an das 
Krctische Theater an, fiihren dramaturgisch jedoch zu ganzlich neuen 
Formen, die sich mit den Konventionen der klassizistischen Dramaturgie 
nicht mehr vereinen lassen. In fast allen Stiicken bilden Kinder oder Jugend- 
liche einen Teil der zum Teil zahlreichen Rollen, thematisch geht es in zwei 
Stiicken um ihre Standhaftigkeit und ihr Martyrium. Vor allem Vestarchis 
bringt auch zum Teil enzyklopadisches Wissen, sowohl was Altcs und 
Ncues Testament betriffl ais auch die griechische Mythologie (gesehen aus 
einem negativen Blickwinkel). Bibel- und Homcrzitate im Original weisen 
die Sprachkcnntnisse der Schulen aus. 

Mit dem Riickgang der katholischen Ordenstaligkeit im Laufe des 18. 
Jahrhunderts und dem Entstehen einer Rcihc von neuen griechischen 
Schulen im weiteren Balkanraum und im bstlichen Mittelmeer, aus dcm 


49 Eine solche Tendenz ist auch bei Vestarchis selbst vom ersten bis zum dritten 
Stiick festzustellen, wenn sic auch nicht zu Ausgewogenheit fiihrt, so doch zu 
Theatralitat und einem spezifisches Eingehen auf die Publikumswiinsche (Schaucffektc, 
iniensive Affektdramaturgie, komisches Intermedium zum SchluB). 

50 Wobei es fraglich bleibt, ob der Zypriotische Passionszyklus in der erhaltenen 
Form jemals aufgefiihrl worden ist. Dazu ausfiihrlich W. Puchner, GeaTpoAoyiK^ę 
TTO[pc[TT]pf|cre ls* CTTÓy peaauoyLKÓ “KDk\o Twy TlaOwy” Tfj? KOtTpou. In: 'lcrropiKd 
yeofXXr|yLKoii OedTpou. Athen 1984, S. 91-107 (Anm. 181-194) [Theaterwissen- 
schaftliche Anmerkungen zum mittelalterlichen Passionszyklus von Zypem]. 

51 Dazu ausfiihrlich und mit der gesamten Literatur W, Puchner, Tó (3u£auTi,u6 
OćdTpo. In: EuptiiTraiKi) 0eaTpoXoyia. Athen 1984, S. 13-94, Anmerkungen 397-416, 
Bibliographie 477-494, (sowie auch: Zum ‘Theater” in Byzanz. Eine Zwischenbilanz. G. 
Prinzing / D. Simon, Fest und Alltag in Byzanz. Miinchen 1990, S. 11-16, 169-179 
(Anmerkungen). 
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Geiste der Aufklarung und unterstiitzt durch die Phanarioten, 52 diirfle diese 
Spieltatigkeit, mit der Auflosung der Kollege und “Phrontisterien” selbsi, 
erloschen sein. Nachweisbare Spuren hat dieses agaische Schul- und Orden- 
stheater nichl hinterlassen. In den griechischen “Akademien” von Bukaresi 
und Jassy wird erst nach 1800 Theater gespielt, allerdings politisch- 
revolutionares, auf Heptanesos (den Ionischen Inseln) dominiert Oper und 
das Volkstheater. Spuren eines akzentuiert christlichen Wellbildes finden 
sich nur bei Petros Katsaitis. 53 Seine Werke sind jedoch mehr der 
Kretischen Theatertradition verpflichtet. 

Nach MaBgabe der “Rado Studiorum” der Jesuitenkollege muB dieses 
Theater in der Agais allerdings noch weiter verbreitet sind, ais sich zu 
diesem Zeitpunkl nachweisen laBl. Insofem diirften die noch unvcroffeni- 
lichten “relazioni” in den Archiven des Vatikans noch manchc Uber- 
raschung bereithalten. 

Soultani 19 Walter Puchncr 

10682 Athens, Grecce 


52 Vgl. die Literatur in Puchner Anm. 4. 

53 Dazu Puchner Anm. 46. 
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Aethiopica 

Gerard Colin (ed.), Synamire ethiopien. Mois de Yakkalii. Edition c.ńtiąue du texte 
ethiopien et traduction (= Patrologia Orienlalis; t. 45; Fasc. 3, No. 203), 
Brepols, Tumhout 1992, pp. 446-612. 

G. Colin si b impcgnato a completare 1’ediz.ione della sezione rimancnte del 
Sinassario etiopico. Aveva, infatti, negli anni precedenti dato alPedizione il 
Sinassario di Maskaram, Teqeml, Ten, (per le cui recensione cf. OCP 3 (1987) 443; 
55 (1989) 242; 58 (1992) 285 rispeLtivamente). Anche questo mese Ł ricco di 
riconenze e mcmorie. 

Infatti, il Sinassario di questo mese si apre eon la commemorazione del concilio 
di Costantinopoli, rilevando gli anatemi e la dottrina dci 150 Padri conciliari. 

Le feste e riconenze di Yakkatit, per menzionare le piu significative, si possono 
classificare nel modo seguente: 

1) Santi biblici (Osea, Anna, Elisabetla c Zaccaria, Maria la pcccatrice chc unse 
Gesii, Giacomo Alfco, Onćsimo, ecc.); 

2) feste gerosolimitane (presentazione di Gesii al Tempio); 

3) Padri apostolici (Policarpo di Smime); 

4) Santi Antiocheni (Severo, Eustazio, ecc.); 

5) Santi Romani (Ippolito, Teodoro il martire, Fabiano, ecc.); 

6) Santi Copti (Piętro II, 21° Patriarca d’Alcssandria [373-380] [The Coptic 
Encyclopedia, 6,1947], Alessandro il 43° Patriarca di Alessandria, Cirillo III f= 
Ibn Laqlaq] (Ibid., 3, 677), Gabriele il 57° Patriarca di Alessandria [909-920] 
[Ibid., 4,1127], Eulogio il leonino, Bisoy chiamato anche Piętro, Isidoro di Pelusio 
[Ibid., 41308-1310], [ Bibliotheca Sanctorum, VII, 968-971], ccc.); 

7) Santi Siri (Efrem, Paolo martire, Barsuma [Ibid., II, 841-842], ecc.); 

8) Riconenze particolari alla Chiesa d’Etiopia, come le memorie annuali e mensili. 

Circa il 16 di Yakkatit, riconenz.a annuale della Madonna di Kidana-Mehcrat (= 
Palto di misericordia) — tipico della tradizionc etiopica — si legge chc Cristo 
avrebbc premiato sua Mądre chc si recava ogni giomo a pregare alla tomba del suo 
Figlio sul Golgota, promettendo la liberazione dalio Sheol a tutti quelli che fanno 
memoria di lei, invocano il suo nome, c aiutano, in suo onore, i poveri. 

Di alcuni santi c sante il nome greco viene tradotto o spiegato, per es. Teodora: 
“dono di Dio”, Teofania: “fede di Dio” (sic), Teodossia: “Gloria di Dio” e Atanasia: 
“Vivente che non muore”. 

Per molte memorie dei Santi il Sinassario dii il minimo necessario: 1’annuncio 
delle memorie, se b martire o confessore, c una formula per oltcnerc la protczione di 
lui. 

Secondo una nota alla finc del mese di Yakkatit, il nome di chi ha tradotto il 
Sinassario dalParabo in etiopico, b un monaco egiziano del monastero di S. Antonio, 
chiamato Simone. Semprc sccondo qucsta nota, si promette una copiosa bencdizionc 
a colui che copia, che legge, o la leggere, e spiega questo libro. 
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La notizia della monę di Re Minas, awenuta nel 1563, permetterebbe anchc di 
slabilire approssimativamente l’anno della Revisionc del Sinassario etiopico. 

Gli antichi maeslri della liturgia etiopica consigliavano i loro discepoli a non 
cantare le Lodi del mattino senza leggere la storia dci Padri ci od il Sinassario. Infatti, 
nella tradizionc etiopica, la liturgia della Parola di Dio viene arricchita eon la 
letteratura non biblica (come i Miraeoli di Maria, il Sinassario, ecc.). 

Mi congratulo, dunąue, eon 1’Autore per ąuesta edizione c traduzione del 
Sinassario etiopico, che spero di vcdcre portata a buon fine. E senz’altro di aiuto per 
la conoscenza agiogralica della tradizione copta ed etiopica, ma sopratLutLo per la 
riscoperta della spiritualitit genuina dei padri che sono le fondamenta delle due 
Chiese, mądre e figlia. 


Habtemichael-Kidane, O.F.M. Cap. 


Getatchew Haile, A Catalogue of Ethiopian manuscripts, microfilmed for the 
Ethiopian manuscript microfilm Library, Addis Ababa, and for the Hi 11 
Monastic Manuscripl Library, Collegcville, Vol. IX: Project Numbers 3501- 
4000. Hill Monastic Manuscript Library, St. John’s Abbey and University, 
Collegeville, Minnesota, 1987, pp. xi+398. 

II volume, che, rispetto agli otto precedenli, in brossura, ha il pregio di essere 
consistentemente rilegato, b dedicato a Blatta Marse’e Hazan Walda Qirqos, maestro 
di lingua amarica dell’A. Getatchew Haile, degno discepolo di grandi maestri. 
Questo catalogo comprende la descrizione dci 500 mss. iudicati, ad eccezione di 
3826, 3849, 3978 e 3980, i ftlms dci quali ultimi “werc not received”. La maggior 
parte dei codici b cosiituita da libri liturgici (service books) e di devozione (messali, 
antifonari, horologia, rituali,spccie dci delunti); seguono, per la notevole quantita, 
libri delle sacre scritturc, tra cui primeggiano i salteri, e, in numero piu ridotto, testi 
agiografici: Atti di santi, omeliari, raccolte di miraeoli, sinassari. Raggiungono 
invece poche unita, considerati quanto al contenuto, i mss. che trattano: storia, lin- 
guistica, legislazione, spiritualiti, teologia e altro. L’area di provenienza di questo 
materiale librario e la regione dello Scioa. 

Di peculiare rilevanza per la storia delPEtiopia moderna, risultano i numeri 3750 
c 3755-3763, in quanlo forniscono documenti relativi alla delimitazione dei confini 
tra 1’Etiopia e la Somalia Britannica. Tra il 1932 e il 1935, presero parte, ai detti 
lavori, delle commissioni miste; segretario di quclla etiopica era il menzionato 
Marse’e Hazan, propretario della documentazionc in oggetto, nonchć del ms. 3628, 
la sua autobiografia. 

Meritano ancora di essere ricordati i codd. 3901 e 3987, eon gli Atti di Zena 
Marqos, in due versioni diverse, su cui si potrii mettere a confronto la traduzione dei 
medesimi Atti, eseguita da B. Cerulli [ST 219 (1962) 191-2I2J. Va’ segnalato 
inoltre il Sinodos (EMML 3515; scc. XV?), per la sua raritii e la singolare 
considerazione che gode nella Chiesa etiopica. 



Recensiones 


525 


A motivo dello studio che attualmenie sto conducendo, da duc antichi mss. 
etiopici della Vaticana, sugli Atti del martire egiziano Giyorgis Haddis o Giorgio 
Iuniore, di cui spero pubblicare presto testo e traduzionc, hanno attirato la mia 
attenzionc i Ta’ammera Maryam o Miracoli di Maria, dove leggo (3872, f. 1 i 3a): 
Sawla, the wife of Giyorgis Haddis, e (3931, f. 62a): Giyorgis haddis (sic, a p. 237, 
per Haddis). Questo santo & commemorato nel Sinassario alcssandrino il 19 bunah , c 
in ąuello etiopico il 19 sarn, che ritengo lc sole fonti edite attraverso le ąuali 
Giyorgis, o meglio, presso i copti, Jirjis al-Muzahim, 5 conosciuto. Presumo che in 
3931, f. 62a, si tratti delPepisodio spesso ricorrente nclla recensione eliopica dei 
Miracoli di Maria e che narra delPapparizione della Vergine, sotto forma di 
colomba, al santo Giyorgis in carcere (v. ad cs. E. A. W. Budgc, The Miracles of the 
Blessed Virgin Mary..., London 1900, pp. 56s - trądu/.. - c 32 - testo -); mcnirc 
ritengo che in 3872, f. 113a, si trovi Io stesso “miracolo” riportato nel. cod. “Cerulli 
Etiopici” 169, f. 149, cioe: “Saula, moglie di Giorgio Neotero e il corpo di Giorgio 
fatto a pezzi”. I due ciLati “miracoli”, comc ho poiuto constatare, sono stan toki dal 
Gadla Giyorgis Haddis, nei queli Atti si legge, fra 1’altro, chc il santo subi il 
martirio, per mano dei musulmani, in Egitto, nelTAnno dci Martiri 694 (= A.D. 
978). 

Esprimo, eon animo grało, all’A. il mio plauso per 1’eccellentc lavoro svolto 
nclla catalogazione di EMML, unito ai piu fervidi auguri di buon proseguimento per 
quanto resta da farę. 


O. Raineri 


Apocrypha 

La Fable apocryphe U. APOCRYPHA. Le Champ des Apocryphes 2. Brepols, 1991, 

pp. XIV-300 eon 28 ill. 

Un tempo, il riconoscere un teslo come apocrifo significava negargli ogni diritto 
di fonte “credibile ed aitendibile”; cquivaleva a mctterlo da parte. II caratterc 
apocrifo di un testo lo relegava al di li del “canonico”, quindi fuori da un contesto 
esprimente una semantica atta ad illuminare uno spaccato di cultura, sia pure quella 
ufficiale. Apocrypha ha prodotto eon questo volume, che £ il secondo della serie, un 
esteso orizzonte di ricerca e d’analisi sulla favola apocrifa, un genere abbastanza 
comunc, ricco di nuances e pattems culturali che tanta fortuna ebbe nei secoli 
antichi. Da dire subito, e eon rammarico, che il lettore deve volgersi a p. 291 per 
avere un ragguaglio bibliografico e vedere le nuove voci aggiunte alla bibliografia 
data nelle pp. 13-67 del primo volume: questo per dire che i riferimenti bibliografici 
sono a volie di difficile lettura, a meno che non si consultino assieme i due volumi. 
Gli ambiti dove queste favole nacquero e culturalmente si sparsero sono cssenzial- 
mente il carrefour culturale del giudeo-cristianesimo e della variopinta formulazionc 
del cristianesimo primitivo. Nel presente volume si presentano 11 saggi. Vi sono 
quelli di caratlcre biblico a cura di P. Geoltrain, J.-D. Dubois. F. Bovon, G. 
Stroumsa — si awale quest’ultimo del corpo manoscritto di Nag Hammadi c 
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Qumran per la ripresa dello studio suH’origine degli apocrifi — di S. Voicu che si 
ferma suirintricato problema della tradizionc manoscritLa rclativa alla storia 
dell’infanzia di GesCi, e di E. Novelli, in ultimo, che si ferma su tre scritti antichi 
richiamantesi alfautoriLa di Piętro. E. Patlagean prcsenta la produzionc e diffusione 
della lettura apocrifa nella cultura bizantina, e sempre restando nel milieu bizantino, 
questa volta artistico, N. Thierry illustra scene di Ictteratura apocrifa rappresentate in 
qualchc chiesa rupestre cappadoce. M. Hudry affronta la prescnza artistica degli 
apocrifi nelPiconografia ecclesiastica della Savoia (cieli della Vergine, di Cristo e 
degli Apostoli). L’Apocalisse di Paolo & analizzata da P. Dinzelbacher nella sua 
fortunata prolifieazione medicvalc. Lc varie sfumature negli scambi, infine, fra il 
testo apocrifo e Pimmagine airintemo della cristianitii d’Egitto e della Nubia sono 
evidenziate ed illustrate eon competenza da G. Roquet. 


V. Ruggicri, S.J. 


Archeologica 

Demetra Papanikola-Bakirtzis, Eunice Dauterman, Henry Maguire, Ceramic Art 

from Byzantine Serres (Illinois Byz. Studies III), with contributions by Ch. 

Bakirlzis and S. Wisscrman. Univ. of Illinois Press, Chicago 1992, pp. X-74. 

Scavi archeologici condoiti nella Grecia seiLcntrionalc, prccisamente a Serres e 
nel suo vicinato, hanno porlalo alla luce ottimi esempi di ccramica bizantina, datati 
per lo pi u nella seconda meta dcl XIII sccolo. Serres, citta macedone situata a circa 
95 Km nord-est di Salonicco (buona la presentazione storica della cittit a cura di Ch. 
Bakirtzis, pp. 36-39) senibra essere stata nel XIII secolo un centro importante per la 
produzione di oggetti in ceramica. Del materiale raccolto dalPEforia bizantina di 
Kavala, 25 pezzi hanno formalo 1’oggeito di una mostra, di cui queslo libro c il 
catalogo. Le schede approntate sono brcvi, ma esaurienti: oltrc ai dati normali di 
catalogazione e ad una buona fotografia in bianco e nero, la scheda offre ulili 
indieazioni sulla forma delPoggetto, sulla sua decorazione, sul composto argilloso 
impiegato, ed infine sulla modalila della invetriatura. I due saggi che introducono il 
catalogo sono appropriati alfeconomia della mostra. Siamo abiluati, ąuando si iratta 
in genere di arie bizantina, a materiale di carattere iconico o aulico; in questa sede, 
invecc, si presenta un materiale di vila ordinaria, direi, oggetti dati alla funzionalita 
domestica della famiglia bizantina. Sono soprattutto ciotolc e piatti gli oggetti 
presentati, e da essi ben si nota la libertil delfoperaio, dcl ceramista, nella trattazione 
della materia. La ceramica 5 usualmente ascritta alfartc minore; ebbene, da essa 
fuoriescono motivi ed idee, libertó espressiva che in altri campi delfarte “maggiore” 
difficilmente si presentano. L’uso decorativo del bestiario, del viticcio, dei colori e 
dei fiori si riallaccia ad una figurativit& orientale “scritta” eon la tecnica del graffito 
ben sviluppata nella scuola di Serres. La tecnica del graffito e illustrata chiaramente 
da D. Papanikola-Bakirtzis (pp. 21-35); queste pagine divenlano importami per 
seguirc passo passo il processo lavorativo del pezzo decorato in ceramica. Dopo il 
catalogo, S. Wisscrman (pp. 66-69) spiega i risultati dclfesposizione di 22 pezzi di 
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Serres alta “neutron aclivation analysis” (non si b attuata la X-ray fluor analysis) 
dalia ąuale, fra 1’altro, appare chc 1’argilla dei nostri pezzi e stała rccuperata da 
almeno trc distinte localitó. Un semplice glossario (p. 70-71) chiude questo libro, 
certamente utile per lo studio della ceramica bizantina. 


V. Ruggicri, S.J. 


Eugenio Russo, Sculture del complesso eufrasiano di Parenzo , Pubblicazioni 

dell’Universitd degli Studi di Cassino. Edizioni Scientifiche Italiane, Napoli 

1991, pp. 318 eon 221 fotografie in bianco c nero. 

Questo libro rappresenta i risultati delle indagini svolte a Parenzo nel grandę 
complesso eufrasiano da E. Russo tra il 1979 ed il 1981. L’Autore ha ulteriormente 
visitalo il complesso nel 1984 per mettere a punto alcuni dati delle sue precedenti 
analisi, ma, b da dire, ąuanto eon ed in questo libro egli viene a proporre riguarda 
una sua metodologia applicata criticamente non solo a Parenzo, ma anche ad altri 
siti del bacino adriatico, ed in altri geograficamente distanti. Preme dire questo 
perch£ la tesi di fondo di E. Russo rivcde analiticamente, e a ragionc, acquisizioni 
ripetutc in varie pubblicazioni da altri autori a proposito delle maestranze , forsę da 
dire corporazioni, e della mobilita di pezzi seultorei. 

11 libro si snoda iniziando eon un prologo ove la storia del complesso, e dico 
anche la storia sugli studi fatti sul complesso, viene affronlata nelle sue coordinate 
storiche ed ambienlali. Seguc la serie di voci rclative ai vari pezzi presenli nella 
chiesa del vescovo Eufrasio, nelPatrio della stessa, nel palazzo episcopale c nel 
museo. Ad ogni voce usualmenie risponde una fotografia (Ie foto sono molto buone, 
chiare ed essenziali alla comprensione visiva delPesposizione scritta). Un epilogo, 
una forma di revisione critica sugli assunti storico-stilistici sparsi nel corso della 
presentazione delle varie voci, chiude il discorso delPAutore. Alla fine v’e tutta la 
sezione della bibliografia. Devo riconoscere che l’uso del volume, quando il leltore 
vuole passare dalia completa e ragionata bibliografia posta alPinizio di una voce, o 
quando si voglia andare a controllare una citazione fatta nel prologo o nelPepilogo, 
l’uso del volume, dicevo, risulta di complicata fruizione. Le citazioni son dale eon 
l’uso, ormai accettato, delPautore affiancato dalPanno di pubblicaz.ione; la difficoltlt 
sorge quando nella bibliografia si cerca una siffatta citazione: la bibliografia (pp. 
197 e ss.) scorre secondo la cronologia e non alfabeticamente rendendo lento e 
noioso il ritmo della lettura e della consultazionc delle fonti. 

II lettore, a mio parere, sari! aiutato a capirc ąuesta magistrale opera se, dopo il 
prologo, legge le serrate ma lucide pagine delPepilogo. Qui, inlatti, Russo dice che 
questa sua opera non b, propriamente parlando, un catalogo, bensi “una riflessione, 
un commenLo progressivo sullc sculture del complesso eufrasiano, che s’inquadrano 
in un orizzonte geografico e culturale assai vasto” (p. 271). Non b dunque un cata¬ 
logo, bensi qualcosa in piu, forsę qualcosa di essenzialmente piu sistematico: b una 
tensione continua a vedere, a rinvenire una costante sLorico-artistiea alPintemo di 
un’area culturale e geografica, li ove la valenza culturale di questa tensione allarga 
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sempre piu la geografia fisica. Parenzo offre un ąuadro singolarissimo a causa del 
su o insieme archilettonico-decorativo, di alta ąualitó, ben prcscrvato; su d’esso molti 
hanno scritto: alcuni decontestualizz.ando il complesso, altri leggendolo ancora sulla 
owia “mobilitii di sculture e idee”, ma immobilila dcgli uomini. Nella sezione anali- 
tica delle singole voci, li ove si affrontano i vari pezzi del complesso, siano cssi pre- 
eufrasiani (V sec.), eufrasiani (meta del VI sec.) o lardive, ma raffinate opere del 
XIII sec. (cf 1’otlima lettura che il Russo fa del ciborio, dei capitelli, non delle 
colonne del ciborio, dcl tabemacolo inserilo nel muro della navata sinistra, opere 
risalenti al 1277) si evidenzia chiaramente la conoscenza vasta della scullura del VI 
secolo che il Russo possiede in maniera pregevoIe. Ed t esattamente alfintemo di 
ąuesto ricco secolo, il VI appunto, dove Russo raggiunge una sintesi pcrsonalissima, 
e giusta nelle grandi lince, del nodoso problema delle maestranze e dei loro prodotli: 
egli riliene chc Parenzo evidenzia cio che altrove era stato giii imravisto, ciofe come 
il complesso eufrasiano offra una gamma variegata fra opere direttamente imporlalc 
(si ricordi che il marmo usato a Parenzo 5 generalmente quello bianco delle cave del 
Proconneso nel Mar di Marmara), opere eseguite sul posto da greco-cosLantinopoli- 
tani, ed opere locali d’imitazione. Questa convinzione risulta sempre piu chiara 
ąuando il lettore s’inoltra nella lettura, sempre slimolante ed incalzante, dei vari 
pezzi decorativi (si veda Panalisi dei capitelli delle colonne centrali e ąuella condot- 
ta sugli stucchi delle 10 areale, ove, nelPulLimo caso, si ripresenta ancora “la mede- 
sima sottile concezionc coloristica e formale” nella varieta e differenziazione). II 
complesso architcttonico che ruota attomo alla figura del vcscovo Eufrasio ha rag- 
giunto eon ąuesfopera lodevole di E. Russo certamcnte una sua significante e 
peculiarc funzione alfintemo della discussione accadcmica sulfarte decorativa del 
VI secolo; si spera, tuttavia, che anche 1’ordiLO mctodologico intrapreso e perseguito 
dal Russo sia da altri storici delfartc perseguito ed applicato nelfanaJisi delfopera 
sul campo. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 


Paolo Cuneo, Architettura Armena dal ąuarto al diciannovesimo secolo, eon testi e 
contributi di Tommaso Breccia Fratadocchi, Murad Hasraf yan, Maria Adelaidc 
Lala Comneno, Armen Zarian. Tomo I: testi introdultivi e schede degli edifici; 
tomo II: tavole sinotticheed apparati di consultazione. Roma 1988, pp. 926, foto 
bianco/nero, disegni, planimetrie ed una carta geografica. 

Dopo numerosi anni di ricerca — i lavori “sul campo” iniziarono nel 1966 — P. 
Cuneo, coadiuvato da un gruppo di studiosi, ha concluso ąuesta monumentale opera 
sulParchitettura armena, abbracciando lo sviluppo storico e tipologico delPedilizia 
religiosa dal IV al XIX secolo. E vero che alcuni di questi monumenti sono apparsi 
in pubblicaziani piu o meno accessibili, ma molti altri sono rimasLi sconosciuti ai 
piu. L’interesse di questo lavoro consisle primariamente in un “rilevamento e cen- 
simento” dei monumenti, e nelPinscrime i procedimenti costruttivi (strutlurali), 
estetici e storici nel contesto d’una architettura sempre coerente, pur eon limitate 



Recensiones 


529 


variazioni, ai principi dclla propria identitk. La zona geografica presa in 
considerazione si espande dalia Turchia orientale alf Iran nord-occidcntale, 
dali’Armenia alPAzerbaigian (I, 12-13); ć, dunąue, il vasto ed oscillanle territorio 
dell’Armenia slorica che qui viene analizzato. I dati architettonici di ąuesta 
geografia sono affrontati e letti in modo Lotalmente nuovo rispetto al passato. 
Terminata 1’era della lettura cuhurale delfarchitettura armena dovuta sostanzialmen- 
te ai pro e contra SLrzygowski. P. C., pur facendo suoi i reąuisiti mctodologici 
classici (dipendenza o meno delfarchitettura armena da altre architetture e culture), 
“si interroga invece su quanto ci sia di elaborazionc autonoma, anchc in rapporto al 
sccolare isolamento poliiico-culturale e religioso, e quindi idcologico e psicologico, 
del popolo delfaltopiano” (I, 17). Questa nuova metodologia trova conferma ncgli 
eventi storici. Infatti la finc del VI secolo ed il VII, anni difficili per i bizantini, 
almeno per quanto riguarda Io sviluppo costruttivo (e prescindo dalie tipologie 
planimetriche), 1'ormano nel contempo il culmine classico ncllo sviluppo delfarchi- 
tettura armena (interrogativo posto a suo tempo da C. Mango nella sua Architettura 
Bizantina, Milano 1978, 97-105). Questa metodologia, dunque, presa nella globalitil 
delle sue interrogazioni interdisciplinari (farchitettura coi suoi dati costruLtivi, 
1’urbanistica, f economia, la politica e la religione) risulta efficiente e storicamente 
atlendibile. Questa attendibilita la riscontriamo nei tre saggi inlroduttivi (1, 23-86) 
che puntualizzano i dati architettonici (che troveremo nelle 461 schede) in un 
insieme globale e comprensibile. II primo saggio e di P. C.: “Profilo storico 
delfarchitettura armena” (I, 23-57). Essenziale, incisivo e chiaro 6 il pregio di 
questo profilo che, sia pure voluto comc introduzione a questo tema, resta 
ricchissimo ed utile per la conoscenza dci monumenti, per f evoluzione storica dclla 
nazione armena, per la penetrazionc critica di una tipologia, d’una variante strut- 
turale, della planimetria di un piu ampio complesso. Diviso in tre parti, il saggio 
presenta il periodo formativo (IV-VII sec.), il periodo maturo (IX-XIV sec.), il 
periodo tardo (XV-XIX sec.). Dalia forma piil semplice fino a quelle piu complicate, 
si b lavorato nel primo periodo alfesplieazione delle “possibilita espressivc con- 
nesse eon f uso di strutturc murarie in pietra”. Vicne da pensare, ma non e questa la 
sede per un’analisi, al fatto, sottolineato da P. C., che Pepoca classica cade in un 
“momento di risveglio in seno alla societii armena, corrispondente tra Paltro 
alf unificazione del paese sul piano religioso (resa possibile dai concili di Dvin del 
525 e dcl 552 che sancivano la separazionc dottrinale e Pindipendenza culturalc 
dalia chiesa bizantina), inizió verso la meta del VI secolo eon la nuova piena 
affermazione da una parte dcli’autoritił del Kalolikosato, dalf allra dcl potere rcale, 
affiancato (ma spesso anzi osteggiato) dalie grandi famiglic feudali ...” (I, 27). E 
estremamente stimolante vedere come il distacco religioso da Bisanzio — eon 
un’assunzione autonoma di identita religiosa da parte armena — abbia influito 
suIPinterpretazione ideologica del potere (religioso c politico) cosi da condurre a 
risultati (nella stessa attivitA d’edilizia religiosa) diametralmente opposti a quelli di 
Bisanzio. Ancora alf interno dcl VI-VII secolo abbiamo la rilcvante comparsa della 
cupola. La tecnica cdilizia armena in qucsto campo raggiunse certamcnte vcrtici 
sommi, e le varianti a livello planimetrico risultano tante quanto la robusta creativiia 
degli architetti armeni riusci a creame. Anche su questo argomento sarebbe 
interessante considerare le varie motivazioni sulle diffcrenzc strutturali e costruttive 
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tra armeni e bizantini (si noli chc il concio b il materiale prcdileUo dagli architetti 
armeni — e da ąuelli siriani che, slranamente, in vari casi sono ricorsi a conci piu 
piccoli c/o pietre nel IX-X sec. — mentre Costantinopoli cd il centro-occidentale 
dell’Asia Minore usavano il mauone o la pietra tagliala). Le ardite soluzioni armene 
per la cupola sono risolle “eon una geniale interposizione, tra la calotta della cupola 
(sempre emisferica) e il muro d’ambilo: il tamburo, struLlura che assolve pienamente 
eon la sua forma al compito di assorbire le componenti orizzontali dellc spinie della 
volta stessa” (T. Breccia Fratadocchi, CCRB 20, 1973, p. 184). Francamenie non 
saprei ąuanlo di simbolico e significanle vi sia nelTalzata considerevole del tamburo 
armeno; di certo, il lavoro strutturale del tamburo e importante, al punto che solo piu 
tardi i bizantini sono ricorsi sistematicamente a qucsta soluzione, sia pure nel loro 
peculiare linguaggio (V. Ruggieri, Byzantine Religious Architecture, OCA 237, 
Romę 1991, 151-2). Con la ripresa economica e sociale, dalia fine del IX sec., il 
periodo maturo riprende molivi del periodo formativo e li sviluppa portandoli a 
perfezione. Appare predominante il xac’k’ar (croce di pietra), che avr& una 
diffusione ed un ruolo importante nelfarch. armena, e la zelantc attivita dei cantieri 
monastici. I monasteri hanno funzione aggregante e socialmente arricchcnte nel loro 
territorio. Meno studiato ftno ad oggi restava il periodo tardo (XV-XIX sec.). Gli 
esperimenti e soluzioni che P. C. espone, sia nelParea occidentale turca, come in 
quella orientale persiana, sono letti sempre nel complesso evolvcrsi delle situazioni 
politiche. E del XVII sec., cosi sembra, 1’apparizione della chiesa (a sala) — gavit', 
monumento sviluppatosi nel Vaspurakan, regionc allamente attiva durante il periodo 
piu maturo. 

II secondo saggio b opera di M. Hasrafyan, “Gli Architetti Armeni” (I, 59-71), 
ove il termine ‘archiletto’ (p. 59) b analizzato filologicamente e storicamcntc (il 
lettore puó completare questo soggetto con la trattazione di G. Downey in Byz 18, 
1946-1948, 99-118 per i bizantini, e di H. C. Butler, Early Churches in Syria, 
Princeton 1929, 254-7 per i siriani). II termine pereccellenza altomedioevale b sinol, 
e molti architetti sono cosi nelle fonti armene. Questo breve saggio non solo elenca 
un buon numero di architetti, ma ne indica le opere, la tecnica, 1’ambiente e il 
materiale in cui e con cui esercitavano la loro artc. Probabilmente un’ermeneutica di 
piu testi puó dare la chiave per comprendere il sinol altomedioevale applicato a 
Gregorio Illuminatorc, Narses III, Komitas ed altri. Vorrei pensare ad una valenza 
causativa del verbo “coslruire”, come far costruire (un “fecit” epigrafico), e vedere, 
per datę cosi alte, un aiuto interpretativo veniente dali'epistoła 25 del Nisscno, 
oppure lo skariphos mandato da Eudossia ed attuato da Porfirio col tramite 
delParchitetlo antiocheno Rufino (Vita S. Porphyrii, ed. H. Gregoire — M.-A. 
Kugener, 76, 29 e 78, 1 -6). 

L’ultimo saggio, opera di A. Zarian, “Lincamenti di storia urbanistica deH’Arme- 
nia” (I, 73-86) presenta i dati urbanistki importanti (dalia geologia alla rete viaria) 
per leggere rettamente i monumenti. Capitali sono le notę sul rapporto potere- 
architelti, sulle differenti funzioni delle cittó liberc e regie; b accennato il ruolo 
amministrativo ed agricolo che i centri religiosi esercitano su vasti possedimenti e 
villaggi; sono molto bene spiegati i modelli di coordinamento dei centri urbani, da 
quello cosiddetto a triangolo, a quello medioevale concentrico, per arrivare a quello 
lineare. La montagna b infatti 1’area tradizionale dcli'urbanistica armena; dato 



Recensiones 


531 


ąuesto confermato anche per ia Cilicia Armena che ha avuto recentemente una 
buona trattazione da parte di R. W. Edwards, The Forńfications of Armenian Cilicia. 
D.O.S. XXIII, Washington 1987; cf. p. 56, nota 47). Anche se ii riferimento a 
Bisanzio (gli stratioti e relativa casa-torrc) sembra insufficientemente fondato 
(Zarian si appoggia su Haussig, Kulturgeschichte von Byzanz), non credo sia da 
supporre una popolazione fra 150.000 e 300.000 abitanti ad Aren (I, 78 e nota 44) 
appoggiandosi sul solo testo di Ccdreno II, 577,7 e 578,9. Cedreno forsę non cono- 
sceva Artze TÓ Aeyópfuou (577,7), e 1’indica come Kiu|iÓTToXię un oppidum pago 
simile, quod muris caret, Graecis emporion: Du Cange, CAossarium ad Script. Med. 
et Inf. Graec.it., s.v.; Stephanus, Thesaurus IV, 2195. Aren non era molto fortificata, 
come lascia intendere Cedreno 577, 10-11 (= Zonaras III, 638,13); era, comunąue, 
un grandę emporio “intemazionalc” (Cedreno, ib.; Zonaras III, 638, 11-12). 

La seconda parte di ąuesto poderoso volume — oLtima la veste tipografica, 
arricchita di buone foto, disegni antichi — b occupata dalie 461 schede rclative agli 
edifici. P. C. ha scritto le schede 1-250 (rclative quasi tutte all’Armenia, eccelto le 
24 dell’Azerbaigian); M. A. Lala Comneno da 251 a 461 (Azerbaigian, Rep. 
Islamica d’Iran, Turchia). La scheda riguarda un solo edificio religioso; ąuando si ha 
un complesso architettonico, di cui b possibile offrire una planimetria completa, la 
scheda Io contempla. Queste schede costituiscono degli ottimi strumenti di lavoro, 
completi nella loro esscnzialita e capaci, al tempo stesso, d’incanalare ultcriori 
ricerche. Ciascuna scheda, infatti, comprende: a) un titolo, includente: 1) ii numero 
reIativo allc tavole e alla carta a finc voIume II; 2) nome della citt&, delfedificio, 
dedieazione, datę relative alle fasi costruttive); 3) regione o provincia d’apparte- 
nenza; b) testo descrittivo eon notizie storiche sul sito, edificio, patronato e 
costruttori; c) bibliografia sintetica, ma essenziale, di riferimento; d) gra (I ci (plani¬ 
metria generale, piante particolari); e) documentazione fotografica, recente e buona, 
accompagnata, ąuando b possibile, da foto, incisioni, disegni antichi. 

II secondo volume 5 preLtamente tecnico, e presenta inizialmcnle (pp. 709-749) 
sinottici tipologici delle piante, ove il lettore, aiutato dal numero iniziale della 
scheda posto accanto alla pianta, ha subito 1’idea della ricorrenza tipologica e della 
variazione rispetto a tipologie analoghe. Ottima, pure, la sinossi delle “aggregazioni 
e recinti”, ove un solo colpo d’occhio abbraccia il complesso sviluppo di tutto 
1’insediamento religioso. Eccellente 6 la sinossi iconografica (pp. 751-832). Le foto, 
oltre 800, non sono ordinate secondo gli edifici, ma secondo determinate tematiche, 
rispondenti a precisi interessi e soluz.ioni architetloniche: volumi esterni, spazi 
intemi, elementi architettonici, decorazionc, scultura, tccnica costruttiva. L’impor- 
lanza di ąueste sinossi sta soprattutto nella loro capacitił di sollecitare interrogativi: 
il lettore puó essere sospinto ad esaminare altre schede per rispondere ad insorgenti 
nuovi ąuesiti nati dalio spiegarsi d’una nota costruttiva, strutturale, iconografica. A 
cura di M, A. Lala Comneno b la cronologia comparata dal I al XIX sec. (pp. 833- 
871). II succedersi delle datę e degli eventi principali relativi alfimpero romano 
d’occidente e d’oriente, delf Armenia e del mondo iranico aiuta sensibilmente il 
lettore a rileggere fatti relativi alfarchitettura armena. Pure di Lala Comneno b 
1’esauriente bibliografia (oltre 1500 titoli) che copre la materia trattata (pp. 873-908; 
una lieve imperfezione di stampa a p. 873 b dovuta ad uno sfasamento di Iinea fra 
abbreviazione e titolo). Segue, infine, la traduzione italiana dei nomi delle chiese e 
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dei monasteri (p. 909); ii rinvio a nomi geografici (910-911); un glossario di termini 
tccnici; un indicc alfabetico dei capoluoghi di regione o di provincia, cd infine 
1’indiee generale dei siti e dei momimenti (912-923). Utiiissima b la carta geografica 
che abbraccia tutto il territorio esaminato, dove al nome si affianca il titolo ed il 
numero della scheda. 

E un opera cui d’ora in poi si deve far rifcrimento nell’investigare eon giusta 
metodologia la peculiare e ricchissima produzione architettonica armena. 

V. Ruggicri, S.J. 


Byzantinica 

BeiziC^oę X. Xpicrro4>opi8r|s-, faL&jpou FkifM apxt€muKÓjrou 6eaaaXoUicrję 
opiAleę, ApurroTekeio Ilauemorąuo 6ecrcraXon/aję, EmcrrT|poiAKT] 
ETTfTT|pt8a GeoAoyiKT] ZyoArp Tpf)paToę, 0eoAoyiag\ Topoę 1, 
TTnpópTT||j.a apiG. 6, TÓpoę ttpwto?. 0eaaaXoiAKT| 1992, pp. 237. 

In ąuesto volume si pubblicano tredici omelie del santo arcivescovo di 
Thessalonica Isidoros Glavas, il cui episcopato (1380-1396) coincise eon un periodo 
particolarmente critico per 1’impero bizantino a causa dellc aggressioni Ottomane. 

Nonostante le condizioni awerse di quel periodo, Glavas, personalia complessa, 
dotata di eccezionale talento retorico, coadiuvato da una solida cultura sia classica 
che teologico-cristiana, riusci a dedicarsi eon successo alla produzione scritta di 
lettere pastorali ed omelie. In queste ultimę, dove non manca la speeulazione 
leologica, Glavas di una particolare importanza ai probierni sociali c morali della 
sua citta e della sua chiesa, mentre adatta in maniera chiara ed incisiva le Sacre 
Scritlure alle esigenze pratiche dei suoi tempi. La raccolta delle omelie di Isidoros 
comprende cinąuanta tiloli, suddivisi in due codici: il Parisinus Gr. 1192 
(contenente 31 omelie) ed il Vaticanus Gr. 651 (contenente 20 omelie eon la 
ripetizione delPultima del Parisinus Gr. 1192 , che in ąuesto codice b la prima). V. 
Ch. Christoforides pubblica in ąuesto voIume tredici (XXVIII-XL) delle venti 
omelie contenute nel Vaticanus Gr. 651. Tuttc si basano su pericopi evangeliche 
domenicali c coprono il periodo liturgico che va dalia setLima domenica di Luca 
(domenica deirindemoniato di Gerasa) alla domenica di Zaccheo. Non ci sono 
indizi certi per poter collocarc cronologicamente ąueste omelie, ma alcune di esse 
contengono testimonianze storiche che permettono alPautore di stabilire eon una 
certa precisione il tempo in cui furono scritte. Cosi Christoforides colloca la stesura 
delPomelie n. XXVHI, XXX, XXXVII, XXXVIII tra il 1382 ed il 1384. 

Prima delPedizione del lesto, Christoforides descrive i codici conosciuti 
contenenti le opere dcll’arcivescovo; in particolare: Parisinus Gr. 1921, Vaticanus 
Gr. 651, Angelicus Gr. 51, Ambrosianus Gr. 1056, Vossianus-Miscellaneus Gr. 12, 
V, Napolitanus ex Vinclob. Gr. 19, Casanatens. Gr. 1386, Ay. ZTecfidrou 
(MeTecópcou) 351, 37, Ottobonianus Gr. 397, Ambrosianus Gr. 346, ZiudiTLKÓę 143, 
1 Srptoi' 696, MeTapopcfjwaetos 1 (Meraipwu) 154, Marcianus Gr. IV, 46, Marcianus 
Gr. XI, 25, Yaticanus Reg. 43, IBiptof 286 ("AOluu 4406). 
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II buon apparato critico insieme agli interessanti rifcrimcnti bibliografie! e alle 
notc critichc fanno di quesl’opera d’ora in poi un valido punto di riferimento per chi 
b interessato alla produzione letteraria di Isidoros Glavas. Ncllo stesso Lempo, la 
pubblicazione dei suoi sermoni offre agli studiosi una rara fonte di informazioni 
sulle condizioni sociopoliLiche, ecclesiastiche c civili dclla Salonicco dcl XIV 
secolo. 


K. Douramani 


Dumbarton Oaks Papers, vol. 45, in 4*. Washington, D.C. 1991, pp. XV-176 with 

72 platcs. 

II presente volume ospita, nellc sue prime pagine, due dovute ricordanze: Otto 
Dcmus, commemorato da H. Belting; A. Grabar, rievocato da H. Maguire. Ambedue 
ąuesti grandi studiosi sono deceduti nel 1990; hanno impresso un sigillo indelebilc 
neirintelligenza culturale ed artistica di Bisanzio. Nell’aprile dcl 1990 si 5 tenuto un 
Symposium a Dumbarton Oaks su The Holy Image , c tre intcrventi avutisi allora 
appaiono in ąuesto numero di DOP. II primo c di G. Dagron, “Holy Images and 
Likeness” (pp. 23-33); ąueste brevi pagine, dal pensiero profondo ed ancoralo a tesli 
accertati, sono volte a puntualizzare concezioni gnoseologiche sottoslanti al conceUo 
di immagine. Precedentemente (pp. 1-22) A. Kazhdan e H. Maguire (“Byzantine 
Hagiographical Texts as Sources on Art”) riuniscono una considerevole cjuantit^ di 
dati, tratti dal vasto e strano mondo agiografico, utili per il campo artistico. N. 
Oikonomides, ‘The Holy Icon as an Asset” (pp. 35-44, ąuesto contributo appartiene 
al Symposium citato) tratta dell’icona, ordinaria e speciale, eon un intento veramente 
nuovo ed intelligente. II mondo dcll’icona diventa un campo di interessi sociali, una 
specie di marketing che si evidenzia negli intrccci di carattere sociali e finanziari. II 
terzo saggio derivante dal Symposium e di N. Patterson Śevćenko, “Icons in the 
Liturgy” (pp. 45-57). Nel pensare all’uso deiricona in un conteslo di “liturgical 
use”, 1’autrice ci dice che essa intende cio che accade in un regolare ufficio, ripetulo 
e ben definito, celebrato in comune da un’assemblea monastica o cattedrale, sotto la 
direzione di un presidenle canonicamente riconosciuto. Le icone della Thcotokos 
sono qui considerate nella loro fruizione a proposito di ąualche ufficio liturgico: il 
dato artistico offerto dalfautrice 5 ben proporzionato ad una corretta conoscenza 
dclle fonii Iiturgiche. R. S. Nelson e J. Lowden, “The Palaeologina Group: 
Additional Manuscripts and New Questions” (pp. 59-68) aggiungono nuovi MSS al 
gruppo dei 15 attribuiti da Buchtal e Belting all’atelier costantinopolitano, ed al 
contempo, allargano ragionevolmente 1’orizzonte semantico, culturale, sociale c 
geografico del senso di atelier. II contributo di L.-A, Hunt, “Art and Colonialism: 
the Mosaics of the Church of the Nativity in Bethlehem (1169) and the Problem of 
‘Crusader’ Art” (pp. 69-85) sottolinea il contributo indigeno, alPintemo della 
disputata ąuestione relativa alParte crociata, nella creazione musiva avutasi a 
Bethlemmc. Ben ponderata e Panalisi delPinfluenza politica sulla coordinazione e 
coopcrazione artistica in Palestina a quel tempo. S. Guberti Bassett, ‘The Antiąuities 
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in the Hippodrome of Constaniinople” (pp. 87-96) riprcnde temi della sua 
dissertazione dottorale sulla riuLilizzazione della statuaria antica nella capitale, dal 
IV al VI secolo, concentrandosi, in particolare, in ąuella dcU’ippodromo. Un testo 
che ha ricevuto in passato pocą attenzionc — come poco conto si e dato anche al 
soggetto in generale — il Sententiae ad Virginem di Evagrio Pontico che S. Elm 
(pp. 97-120) prendc qui in considerazione. Le pagine sono densc, ricche di spunti 
per delineare la specificith femminile al I’interno del grandę fenomeno monastico, 
soprattutto nei primi tempi della sua evoluzione. Th. Papazotos, “The Identification 
of the Church of ‘Profilis Elias’ in Thessaloniki” (pp. 121-127) propone, come 
ipotesi di lavoro, 1’identilicazione della chiesa dcdicala al profcta Elia a Salonicco 
eon il katholikon del monastero paleologo de Akapniou; in precedenza 1’identifica- 
zione lendeva verso il katholikon della Nea Moni (G. Theocharides). E. McGeer, 
‘Tradition and Reality in the Taktika of Nikephoros Ouranos” (pp. 129-140 eon 
un’appendice e foto su un sigillo di N. Ouranos) rivaluta la Taktika di Ouranos, 
apportando la convinzione che nel trattato non si trova sollanto un nostalgico 
concentrato di vecchie nozioni logistichc, ma che lo stesso Ouranos abbia aggiunto 
notę dovute alla sua personale esperienza militare. Una proposta di identifieazione 
della Grand Magne (Palaia Ma'ini), citata nella Cronaca di Morea, eon la fortezza di 
Kelephił e il contributo presentato da J. M. Wagstaff, “Further Obscrvations on the 
Location of Grand Magne” (pp. 141-148). Eccellenti sono le notę criliche di S. 
Ronkey, “An Introduction lo Eustathios’ Exegesis in Canonem lambicutń ’ (pp. 149- 
158); Ronkey lavora da anni su Eustazio, e qui raggiunge risultati che ben eviden- 
ziano caratteristiche nuanccs del tenore linguistico ed escgetico di un dotto 
bizantino. Chiude il volume D. M. Olster, “The Dale of the George of Pisidia’s 
Hememeron” (pp. 159-172), ove si sottolinea il carattere “politico” e non esclusiva- 
mente teologico di quest’opera scritta ncgli anni ’30 del VII secolo. 

V. Ruggieri, S.J. 


Dumbarton Oaks Papers, vol. 46, in 4*; Homo Byzantinus, Papers in Honor of 
Alexander Kazhdan, ed. by A. Culler and S. Franklin, Washington D.C., 1992, 
pp. VIII-329 with plates. 

Un affresco policromo composto da 29 omaggi, scritti da amici e colleghi, b 
consegnato a A. Kazhdan in questo volume. A. Cutler e S. Franklin, curatori di 
questo numero di DOP, introducono A. K. rispettivamente attraverso il sentiero della 
sua vita inlellettuale (la formazione nelle allora Repubbliche Sovietiche, il suo 
insegnamento accademico, 1’andata negli Stali Uniti — abbia il leltore il gusto di 
concedersi un pendant alle pagine di Cutler col leggersi il profilo presentato da A. 
A. Gurevich (p. 89 e ss.), pagine dirette e vivide nello scorrerc dei fatti e delle scelte 
intellettuali di quegli anni — ed atlraverso 1’abbondante bibliografia. Se il titolo di 
queslo affresco suona Homo Byzantinus, b certamente perchfe si vuole evidenziare 
1’intenzionalith della ricerca, delfanalisi attenta di Kazhdan volta sempre ad 
illuminare il byzantinus. E ció b stato perseguito, eon tonalith pili o meno aderenti a 
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ąuesto fme, in tutti c per tutti gli scritti di Kazhdan che hanno toccato e toccano 
ancora oggi i molteplici aspetti della civilth bizantina. Sui variegati aspetti dclla 
cultura di Bisanzio toccati dalio studioso russo vcrlono i temi dcgli scritti presenlali 
in ąuesto volume. Essi sono i seguenti: R. Browning, “A Fourteenth-Century Prose 
Version of the Odyssey"', G. Constable, “Dictators and Diplomats in the Elevcnth 
and Twelfth Centuries: Medieval Epistolography and the Birth of Modern 
Bureaucracy”; A. Cutler, “Pas oikos Israil: Ezechiel and the Politics of Resurrection 
in Tenth-Century Byzantium”; G. Dagron, “L’ombre d’un doute: L’hagiographie en 
ąuestion, VIe-XIe sifecie”; S. Franklin, “Greek in Kievan Rus’”; S. Gero, “The 
Alcxander Legend in Byzantium: Some Literary Gleanings”; A. Gurevich, “Why am 
I not a Byzantinist?”; J. Herrin, ‘“Femina Byzantina’: The Council in Trullo on 
Women”; W. Horandner, “Ein Zyklus von Epigrammen zu Darstellungen von 
Herrenfesten und Wunderszenen”; H. Hunger, “Der homo byzantinus und das 
Blcisiegel”; S. A. Ivanov, “Slavic Jesters and the Byzantine Hippodrome”; P. Karlin- 
Hayter, “Further Notes on Byzantine Marriage: Raplus-arpagi or mnisteiaiT'\ F. 
Kianka, “The Letters of Demetrios Kydoncs to Emprcss Helena Kantakouzcne 
Palaiologina”; A. E. Laiou, “Imperial Marriages and Their Crilics in the EIcvemh 
Century: The Case of Skylitzes”; J. N. Ljubarskij, “Man in Byzantine Historiography 
from John Malałaś to Michael Psellos”; R. J. Macrides, “Bad Historian or Good 
Lawyer? Demetrios Chomatenos and NoveI 131”; P. Magdalino, “Eros the King and 
King of Amours : Some Observations on Hysmine and Hysminias”\ H. Maguire, 
“The Mosaics of Nea Moni: An Imperial Reading”; C. Mango, “Diabolus 
Byzantinus”; A. Markopoulos, “An Anonymous Laudatory Poem in Honor of Basil 
I”; M. MuIIet, “The Madness of Genre”; N. Oikonomidcs, ‘The First Century of the 
Monastery of Hosios Loukas”; E. Patlagean, “De la chasse et du souverain”; F. 
Poljakov, “Ein neues Zeugnis iiber Ignatij von Smoleńsk und die russische Kolonie 
in Konstantinopel im ausgehenden 14. Jahrhundert”; A. Poppe, “Once Again 
Conceming the Baptism of Olga, Archontissa of Rus’”; I. Śevćenko, “The Search 
for the Past in Byzantium around the Year 800”; A.-M. Talbot, “Empress Theodora 
Palaiologina, Wife of Michael VIII”; R. W. Thomson, ‘“Lei Now the Astrologers 
Stand Up’; The Armenian Christian Reaction to Astrology and Divination”; A. J. 
Wharton, “The Baptistery of the Holy Sepulcher in Jerusalem and the Politics of 
Sacred Landscape”; (chiude il volume la lista delle abbreviazioni usate). Come ben 
si constata, si tratta di apporti scientifici di ottima ąualita e varia natura che ben si 
addicono ad onorare A. Kazhdan. Al letlore i saggi offrono ccrtamcnte un materiale 
ed una lettura stimolante su vari temi, a voIte raramente toccati, che la cultura 
bizantina ha prodotto soprattutto durante ii suo Iungo medioevo. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 
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Evstratii Presbyteri Vita Evtychii Patriarchae Constantinopolitani quam edidit Carl 

Laga (Corpus Christianorum , Series Graeca 25), Brepols, Tumhout 1992, pp. 

LIV+105. 

Come di costumc nella Series Graeca del Corpus Christ ., si da alle stampe in 
modo accuralamente critico qucsta Vita Eytichii grazie alla cura e compctenza di C. 
Laga; 1’A. informa anche che il Commentario a questo interessantc tcsto agiografico 
sarh fomito da A. Cameron. L’intento precipuo di questo libro b consegnare al 
lettore un testo greco filologicamcntc corretto e sicuro della Vita del patriarca, e 
sopperire cosi alle edizioni filologicamentc carenti pubblicate in Acta SS. April. I 
(1675) 548-572 e LIX-LXXXIII (su qucsta edizione dei Bollandisti, Laga 
felicemente fa noLare la presenza della traduzione latina attuata da Zini nella meth 
del XVI sec. che aveva sott’occhio il Marcianus gr. 359 menlre Papebrochius 
leggeva il Vat. gr. 1660) c quella dei librarii della PG (lc ultimę variazioni avutesi 
nella PG 86 sono del 1865). Un approfondimento linguistico e stilistico sulPopera di 
Eustrazio, umilę presbitero e “discepolo di EuLichio” secondo il Vat. saril, almeno si 
spera, un ulteriore lavoro promesso da Laga. II testo greco si basa su trc MSS: oltre 
al Vaticanus, dcl 916, scritto dal monaco Giovanni dello Studius di Costantinopoli, 
e al Marcianus della fine del X-inizi XI sec., v’6 il Patmiac.us 254 dell’X-XI sec. 
Lavorare su tre soli MSS ha dato la possibiIitA all’A. di addenlrarsi molto bene in 
uno studio comparalivo delle versioni manoscritle cd offrire cosi uno stemma 
convincente. Un aiuto importante per ritenere 1’archetipo giń parzialmenie corrotto 6 
sorretto dalie accertate citazioni di Gregorio di Nazianzio (3 citazioni riportate da 
Eustrazio) e una della Vita Macrinae di Gregorio di Nissa: un MS b postulato per il 
Vat. ed il Patm., diverso dal Marc., che mostra in sfe giri chiaramente corruzioni 
testuali. Giustamentc si 6 ritenulo dare un apparato critico negalivo: pur nella diffi- 
colta di rispettare il MS, e al contempo di ritenere quanto di importante e di 
peculiare il greco di Eustrazio (VI sec.) offriva, Laga ha saputo Care delle sceltc di 
lettura acute ed intelligenli nello stendcre il testo base. E pur vero che i criteri e le 
motivazioni nelPoptare per un tipo di apparato piuttosto che per un altro b e restera 
motivo continuo di discussione e di scorrimento d’inchiostro: francamente le linee 
essenziali tenute e rispcttate dali’A. sono piii che convincenti. Le citazioni dirette 
sono in corsivo nel testo stampato. Eustrazio si b servito oltre che di tcsti scrittu- 
ristici — in modo veramentc abbondante per illustrare il suo eroico e taumaturgico 
patriarca (thavmata del Marcianus b ripreso dal thavmastos rifcrito dal testo ad 
Eutichio) — anche dei Padri Cappadoci. Di questi, il piu ripreso risulta Gregorio di 
Nazianzio (37 citazioni, di cui la gran parte spetta alla Orai. 21 “In ALhanasium”, e 
alla Orat. 43 “in Basilium”) la cui prosa lucidamcnte esemplarc, inserita com’6 
nella tessitura parenetica del testo di Eustrazio che certamente non cccelle in stilc. 
Una serie di utili indici chiude questo volume, esile, ma prezioso e corretto. 


V. Ruggicri, S.J. 
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Theoleptos of Philadelpheia, The Monastic Discourses. A Critical Ediłion, 

Translation and Siudy by Robert E. Sinkewicz, C.S.B., Toronto 1992 (= 

Pontifical Institute of Mcdiacval Studies. Studies and texts 111), pp. VIII, 418. 

Senza i fondamentali e pioncristici studi di Vitalien LaurcnL c Severien Salaville, 
Teolepto, mclropolita di Filadelfia (1250-1322), sarebbe rimasto a lungo solamente 
uno fra i tanti autori inseriti da Nicodcmo Aghiorita e Macano di Corinto nella loro 
Filocalia. Le ricerche dci due illustri Padri Assunzionisti hanno via via messo a 
fuoco i lineamenti e l’atiivitó di questa singolare figura di monaco e di vescovo, 
partecipe, c spesso protagonista, di divcrse vicende che segnarono e turbarono la 
vita della Chiesa e dellTmpero bizantini nei primi convulsi decenni del XIV secolo, 
Gli scritti di direzione spirituale di Teolepto hanno anche permesso di conosccrc la 
destinataria di ąucsle istruzioni e il suo sfortunato destino: Irenc, figlia di Niceloro 
Choumnos, uno dei potenti dellTmpero, che, dopo uno splendido matrimonio eon 
l’eredc al trono imperiale, era rimasta vcdova a soli sedici anni, e aveva ąuindi 
vestito I’abito monastico, entrando nel monastero costantinopolitano del Philanthro- 
pos Soter, del quale doveva divcntare la badessa, e dove avrebbe trascorso il resto 
della sua lunga vita. L’edizione del 1’opera completa di Teolepto, intrapresa, ma non 
portata a termine, da S. Salavillc, costituiva perció uno dei principali desiderata non 
solo degli studiosi dcl XIII-XIV secolo, ma anche degli storici della Chiesa, dcl 
monachesimo e della spiritualith. Con grandę piaccre c soddisfazione va pertanto 
accolto qucsto volume di Padre Sinkewicz chc costituisce senz’altro una magnifica 
realizzazione di questi auspici. 

II libro di S., gih noto per la sua edizione dci ISO Capitoli di Gregorio Palamas, 
per le importami edizioni e studi su Barlaam Calabro e sugli inizi della controversia 
palamitica e per la realizzazione del Greek Index Project , comprende due sczioni 
distinte: un’ampia introduzione (pp. 1-78) precede 1’edizione dei testi accompagnata 
dalia traduzione inglese (pp. 79-383). Gli indici delle citazioni bibliche c dei 
riferimenti alla letteratura classica e patristica sono seguiti da qucllo delle immagini 
della vita quotidiana e daU’utilissimo indicc generale delle opere di Teolepto 
(comprendente le lettere e i discorsi antiarseniti). 

L’introduzione si articola in tre distinLi capitoli. Nel primo S. tratteggia la vila di 
Teolepto: gli oscuri inizi, la scclta monastica, i difficili anni delPUnione di Lionc, il 
periodo delPepiscopato a Filadelfia, i dissidi all’intemo della Chiesa (scisma 
arsenita) e le complicazioni politichc (arrivo della Compagnia Calalana). Dopo una 
brcve presentazione della figura di Irene-Eulogia Choumnaina (pp. 18-20), S. 
fomiscc una dettagliata lista delle opere di Teolepto (o a lui altribuite, come il 
Canone al dolcissimo Gesu di Teoctisto Studita). II secondo capilolo (pp. 26-66) b 
consacrato alTinscgnamcnto di Teolepto: dopo avcr tralLato di tematiche piu 
propriamenlc “monastiche” e della via chc va dalTasccsi alla contemplazione, S. si 
sofferma a lungo sulTintegrazione della spiritualith monastica nella dimensione 
ecclesialc. II terzo capitolo (pp. 67-78) presenta i manoscritli contenenti gli scritti di 
Teolepto c segnala le edizioni delle singole opere pubblicate dalia Filocalia e dai 
modemi studiosi. E descritto innanzitutto il celebre Vat. Ottobon. gr. 405, 
manoscritto appartenuto con ogni probabilith alla stessa Irene-Eulogia, e in seguilo 
finito ad Alessandria (nota sul f. 2r). II codicc contienc yentitrć discorsi e cinque 
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Icltere di Teolepto. L’AIexandrinus graecus 131 (XIV secolo) b una copia diretta 
deirOttob. gr.-405, comprendente gli stcssi scritti in un ordine divcrso. II copista (o 
il suo committente) ha cercaLo infatti di ordinarc le omelie sulla base dclI’anno 
Iiturgico. Altri duecodici, Marc. gr. I, 29 (949) e Athos Kastam. 25 (461), contengo- 
no due soli discorsi, il Logos sulla pratica segreta in Cristo (nr. 1), chc figura nella 
Filocalia e il Testamento spirituale (nr. 23). Mentrc 1’Alhos Karakallou 72 (1585) 
presenta soltanto il primo di ąuesti trattati (nr. I), il Vatopedi 214 (a. 1862) b una 
copia del testo edito dalia Filocalia. S. segnala allresi, basandosi sul catalogo di 
Pasini, il Taur. B.VII. 11 (p. 75), dove ai ff. 251-269 figurava un tempo il trattato nr. 
1 (e il nr. 237). Aggiungiamo en passant chc dopo 1’incendio dcl 1904 (c non del 
1945 come scrive S.), sono rimasLi soltanto 65 fogli (descritti recentemente da N. U. 
Gulmini, I manoscritń miniati della Biblioleca Nazionale di Torino , voI.II. I 
manoscritti greci, Torino 1989, nr. 26: pp. 40-41, ftgg. 93-95), tra i quali non si 
ritrova nessun passo di Teolepto. L’esiguo numero di codici deve, a nostro awiso, 
far rifletterc pcrchć costituisce un indizio significativo sulla diffusione delle operę 
del metropolita di Filadelfia. La limitata circolazione degli scritti di Teolepto va 
altresi raffrontata eon la straordinaria popolaritii di altre opere e di altri autori 
conlemporanei: basti qui soltanto pensare alle decine c decine di codici contenenti 
gli opuscoli dello pseudo-Simeone e di Niceforo. 

La seconda parte del volume di S. presenta 1’edizione di una lettera, indirizzata a 
Irene poco dopo la morte di Giovanni Paleologo e fentrata della principessa in con- 
vento, e di venlitrć discorsi e istruzioni di Teolepto, accompagnati dalia traduzione 
inglese e dagli opportuni rinvii alle fonti biblichc e patristiche. Questo libro pcrció, 
assieme ai due discorsi sullo scisma arsenita pubblicati di rccentc dalio stesso 
Sinkewicz, Mediaeval Studies 50 (1988) 52-94, alle due lettere edite da Angela 
Hero, Journal of Modern Hellenism (d’ora in poi JMH) 3 (1986) 6-30; 4 (1987) 2- 
16, e in attesa delle ultimę due epistole di Teolepto (che saranno stampate fra poco), 
rendc accessibile non soltanto agli studiosi, ma anche al pubblico piu vasto delle 
persone interessate alla storia della spiritualill, 1’opera del metropolita di Filadelfia. 

Tra i ventitre titoli pubblicati nel volume, la parte maggiorc e costituita dalie 
omelie o dai discorsi di soggetto spirituale pronunziati da Teolepto nel monastero 
costantinopolitano della famiglia Choumnos, consacrato al Philanthropos Soter (nr. 
4-5, 7-12, 15-22). Questa fondazione religiosa era un monastero “doppio”. Con 
questo termine si suole definire un convento nel quale vivevano, in due parti distinte 
e separate, monaci e monache. Per quanto riguarda il Philanthropos Soter va 
ricordato che lo stesso Niceforo Choumnos, padre di Irene, vi trascorsc i suoi ultimi 
giomi. Soltanto uno dei sermoni di Teolepto (nr. 10) b rivolto ai monaci, mentre i 
rimanenti sono indirizzati alle monache dirette da Irene. Tra le altre opere troviamo 
innanzitutto le istruzioni scritte, redatte dal metropolita di Filadelfia su richiesta 
della principessa (nr. 1, 3), i brevi trattati sulla vigilanza, la hesychia e la preghiera 
(nr. 2, 6), privi di ogni riferimento alle occasioni ed ai motivi della loro redazione, 
un’omelia sul Natale (nr. 13) che Teolepto, assente da Costantinopoli, fece pervenire 
in forma scritta alle monache del monastero costantinopolitano, ecc. Chiude la serie 
1’importante Testamento spirituale di Teolepto (pp. 352-382), inviato da Filadelfia a 
Irene-Eulogia e alla sua compagna Agathonike nei primi mesi del 1322 (sulle 
circostanze cfr. p. 22 e n. 93). La cronologia del corpus non presenta particolari 
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difficoltk (pp. 22-23), dal momento che la successione di ąuesti scritti ncll’Ottobon. 
405, manoscritto orgnanizzato dalia stessa Irene, 6 ispirata da ragioni d’ordinc 
cronologico. S. riassume in una tabella la datazionc delle singole opere (p. 23). 
Soltanlo per setlc Litoli (nr. 6-10, 14, 16) non ó proposta alcuna datazione. In merito 
si possono farę alcune osservazioni supplementari. La serie 6-10 e preceduta 
daU’omelia sulla Trasfigurazione, pronunziata da Teolepto nel monastero del 
Philanthropos Soter il 6 agosto 1308, ed b seguita dal sermone per la domenica del 
tyrophagou del 5 marżo 1318. II nr. 6, Sulla hesychia e sulla preghiera, sembra 
un’istruzione scritta, mentre i succcssivi sono dci discorsi tenuti dal nostro metropo¬ 
lita nel monastero del Philanthropos (cfr. nr. 7, § 1, 1. 1; nr. 8, § 1, 1. 1; nr. 9, § 1, 
II. 1-2, nr. 10, § 1,1. 2). Noi sappiamo che Teolepto fu assente da Costantinopoli per 
circa un deccnnio, dal 1308 al 1317/18 ( terminus post quem del suo ritomo nella 
capitale 1’1 settembre 1317, cfr. Darrouzćs, Regestes, nr. 2082, 2083, 2085-2087). In 
modo i poleli co, ma eon una certa verosomigIianza, si puó pertanto supporre che le 
omelie nr. 7-10 risalgano a queII’epoca, e cioć alI’invemo 1317/18. Mentre la 
datazione dcl nr. 14 non puó essere determinata eon esattezza, ii discorso nr. 16 (cfr. 
§ 1,1.1) fu pronunziato durante la Settimana Santa del 1321. 

L’edizione delle opere di Teolepto ci permette di intrawedere la sua attivitit di 
direttore spirituale, anche se dobbiamo sottolineare che i testi a noi pervenuti 
(sopraltutto per ąuanto riguarda la corrispondenza del metropolita eon Irene e le 
monache dcl Philanthropos) costituiscono purtroppo sollanto una parte dcgli scritti 
originari, della ąuale, tra 1’altro, non b possibile stabilirc la consislenza. In primo 
luogo, la nostra visione dcl sodalizio di Teolepto eon Irene ć necessariamente 
parziale, dal momento in cui non si ć conservata nessuna lettera della principessa al 
suo direttore. Le reazioni di Irene alle missive di Teolepto ci sono perció conosciute 
solamente dalie scame e Iaconiche notę vergate in margine alle epistole del 
metropolita nell’Ottobon. 405. Alcune lettere di Irene sono menzionate negli scritti 
di Teolepto. Cosi, nel 1307, egli redige un breve testo sulla vita ascetica in risposta 
ad una precisa richiesta di Irene (nr. 3, § 1: p. 154; e cfr. nr. 1, § I: p. 84, II. 10-11) 
e, tra la fine del 1321 e gli inizi dcl 1322, di ritomo a Filadelfia, riceve tre lettere 
della principessa (cfr. JMH 3, 1986, p. 8,1.45 e sgg.; 4, 1987, p. 2,1. 1 e sgg.) e una 
di Agathonike (JMH 3, 1986, p. 18,1. 222 c sgg.; 4, 1987; p. 16,1. 223 e sgg.). Sulla 
base di ąuestc indieazioni e conoscendo le abitudini (e ii carattere) di Irene, anche 
grazie alle sue lettere piu tarde, indirizzate al suo secondo direttore spirituale, 
possiamo supporre che durante il decennio di assenza di Teolepto dalia capitale ella 
avesse scritto innumcrevoIi voIte al maestro lontano. E altresl difficile credere che il 
metropolita per tutto quel periodo non si fosse mai rivolto per iscritto alla sua figlia 
spirituale. Se siamo costretti a muoverci nel campo delle ipolesi ąuando pensiamo 
chc gli scritti di Teolepto, legati alla sua attivita di direttore spirituale di Irene e delle 
monache del Philanthropos Soter, non possano aver conosciuto un silenzio quasi 
deccnnale, sappiamo per certo che egli scrisse una lettera alla monaca Agathonike 
(JMH 3, 1986, p. 28, 1.404 e sgg.; 4, 1987, pp. 2, 1.7 e sgg., 16,1.223 e sgg.), lettera 
che non sembra esserci pervenuta. 

Passiamo ora ad alcune brevi osservazioni su alcuni punti delPintroduzione. S., 
commentando la frase “Seduta nella cel la, ricordati di Dio”, ecc. (KaOrpei/ri yow 
kv tu) oTkco pi/rpóizeuf ©eou), nr. 1, § 16: p. 94, 1.182, scrivc che eon qucste 
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parole “Thcoleptos places himself sąuarely in the tradition of Nikephoros the 
Hesychast and the Methodos" (p. 33). Non pensiamo che per ąucsle parole si debba 
necessariamente rimandare a ąuesti due autori, dato che ąuesta espressione era, 
all’epoca, un vero c proprio “luogo-comune” dclla lettcratura monastica. Cosi, ad 
esempio, il secondo direttore della stessa Irene, personaggio che non puó certo 
essere considerato un esicasta, scriveva: “Sedendo nella mia cclla e raccogliendomi 
di fronte all’unico Dio”, ecc., A. Hero, A Woman’s Quest for Spiritual Guidance, 
Brookline/Mass. 1986, nr.14,1.1 c sgg.: p. 68 (cfr. OCP 55 [19891 505-506). Senza 
voler qui csaminare i diversi signilicati assunti da ąuesta ingiunzionc, cfr. I. 
Hausherr, “Les Exercices spirituels de saint lgnące et la mćthode d’oraison 
hćsychaste”, OCP 20 (1954) 7-26, non si deve dimenlicare che i precedenti negli 
autori piu antichi erano molto numerosi. Ricordiamone alcuni. Simeone Nuovo 
Teologo: “Allora tu, sedendo solitario in un angolo”, PG 120, col. 963B. Abba 
Ammona: “Sedendoti nella tua cella, raccogli la tua mente”, PO 11, p. 486. Evagrio: 
“Siedi nella tua cella e raccogli la tua mente”, <Pi\oKaMa, I, p. 42. E uno pseudo- 
Efrem: “Sedendoti nella auiete della cella, raccogli i pensieri”, Asscmani, II, Roma 
1743, p. 91. 

Alle pp. 4-5, S., parlando dcll’apprendistato monastico di Tcolcpto, ritoma sulla 
ąueslione dei suoi rapporti eon Niceforo 1’Esicasta. Non ci dilungheremo sul 
problema piu dcl necessario dato che lo abbiamo gik toccato in due diverse 
occasioni, cfr. RSBN 24, 1987, p. 170 e sgg., “Niceforo 1’esicasta (XIII sec.): alcune 
considerazioni sulla vita e sull’opera”, in Amore del bello. Studi sulla Filocalia, 
Bose 1991, pp. 84-85. S., basandosi sulle Triadi di Gregorio Palamas (I, 2, 12 e II, 
2, 3), ritiene che Teolepto fosse uno dei discepoli di Niceforo. Egli peró awerte, e a 
ragione, che “the witness of Palamas should be treated with some caution” (p. 5), 
dato che presenta delle incongruenze soprattulto dal punto di visla cronologico. 
Un’indagine accurata sui personaggi menzionati da Gregorio Palamas ci ha indotti a 
credcre che qui non siano menzionati i discepoli di Niceforo, ne i rappresentanti di 
u na “scuola” esicastica (come S. sembra affermare a p. 37), ma soltanto una schiera 
di “celebritk” monastiche degli anni a cavallo tra il XIII e il XIV secolo. Molti di 
ąuesti personaggi sono per noi dei semplici nomi, ma le poche notizie in nostro 
possesso ci mostrano che ciascuno era il rappresentante di una particolare cerchia o 
di un gruppo ben determinato, eon tendenze, connotati e intenzioni contradditorie e 
divergenti. Le scarse informazioni disponibili ci mostrano come alcuni (Atanasio 
Lipcntrino) fossero tra i leaders arseniti, fazione combaitula aspramente da Teolepto 
e da Atanasio I. Seliolc aveva macchinato per far deporre Atanasio I, e cosi via. Se 
dawero ąuesti monaci fossero stati insieme discepoli di Niceforo, si dovrebbc 
probabilmente concludere che il loro maestro non sarebbe stało molto soddisfatto di 
aver avuto degli allievi tanto “turbolenti”. L’unico elemento che li sembra accomu- 
nare, sia pur per breve tempo, resta la radicale awersione alla politica religiosa 
delfimperatore Michele VIII e alFUnione raggiunta a Lione nel 1274. La maggior 
parte di ąuesti monaci erano inoltre collegati in modi diversi ai monasteri del monte 
S. Aussenzio. Un soggiomo di Teolepto all’ Ausscnzio 5, a nostro awiso, piu proba- 
bile di una sua permanenza sull’Athos, alla ąuale sembra rimandare Filoteo 
Kokkinos. Nel YEncomio di Gregorio Palamas leggiamo che Teolepto divenne 
metropolita di Filadelfia, provencndo dal “monte della santitk” (t 6 Tfp dytórąTOS - 
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opo?). Oltre a rimanere strano e inspiegabile ii motivo per cui Niccforo Chomnos, 
nel suo Encomio di Teolepto, avrebbe dovuto tacere un eventuale soggiorno di 
Teolepto sulTAthos, c'e anche da chiedersi se effettivamente le parole di Filotco 
vogliano indicare l’Athos. Nelle sue composizioni agiografiche (Vitae di Saba, 
Germano, Isidoro, G. Palamas), infatti, Kokkinos quando parła dell’Athos lo 
menziona sempre esplicitamente (cioć facendone il nomc). Soltanto dopo averlo 
nominato, utilizza (e nello stesso periodo, o in frasi vicine) termini quali “Santa 
Montagna” (“AyioW'1 epoiz "Opo?), o simili. E lo stesso vale anche per allri 
toponimi, comc, ad esempio, il montc Papikion. Detto questo, non dobbiamo 
nasconderci che i due passi di Gregorio Palamas continuano a costiluirc un 
problema. Forsę un aiuto a comprendere i motivi e le intenzioni di queste righe 
potrebbe giungere da una rilettura dei testi monaslici del XIV secolo che trattano, 
procedendo via via a una progressiva, anche sc inconsapevole, trasformazione dei 
fatti storici in gęsta epiche, dei difficili anni delFUnione di Lione e dcllo scisma 
arsenita. Un’opera agiografica contemporanea offre uno spunto di un certo interesse 
e di ulteriore riflessione, poichć conlicne una fugace menzione di Teolepto, sfuggila 
a S. e agli studiosi che si sono occupati del metropolita di Filadelfia. Nella redazione 
della Vita del patriarca Atanasio I, Giuseppe Kalothetos si ć basato sostanzialmente 
sulla Vita scritta da Teoctisto. Parlando del primo soggiorno di Atanasio sull’Athos, 
egli aggiunge alcuni particolari assenti nel Bios pić antico. Dopo aver parlato di 
Esphigmenou, dove egli stesso era stato monaco, dice che Atanasio fu discepolo di 
un illustre anziano, da lungo tempo esperto nella praxis c nella theoria (diz8p! 
peyako yepoi/ri, os - £k pckpou tou XP< )1 ' 0,J TTerrAouTTiKcos 1 ScLupiau Kai 
Trpa^uz Tratrai'), Tra i discepoli di costui c’erano uomini di grandę virtu, tra i quali 
colui che successivamente fu metropolita di Filadelfia e quello che ebbe la carica di 
protosynkellos dell’Attica. Quest’ultimo ebbe uno stuolo di discepoli e costrui un 
monastero di particolare importanza. Di li a poco, aggiunge 1’agiografo, 1’anziano 
mon, loxrt)(p Ka\o8eerou EuyypappaTa, ed. D. G. Tsamis, Thcssaloniki 1980, p. 
466, 11.424-447. Mentre il secondo dei personaggi a cui Kalothetos allude resta, 
almeno per il momento, sconosciuto, il primo e, evidentemente, Teolepto. U 
racconto di Kalothetos, intenzionato a presentarci Teolepto e Atanasio quali 
discepoli di un unico maestro, ci sembra poco verosimile. E questo per la semplice 
ragione che la cronologia rende impossibile, per quegli anni, un soggiorno di 
Teolepto suII’Athos. Atanasio, nato attomo al 1230, giunse infatti alTAthos nel 
1250/51 circa e vi rimase fino al 1254. Allora Teolepto avevaquattro anni! 

A p. 37, S., parlando dei tratlati spirituali di Teolepto inviati a Irene 
Choumnaina, aggiunge: “Ironically, the same abbess later became a zealous anli- 
Palamite”. A nostro awiso, qucsto giudizio va, se non altro, sfumato, in quanto non 
riteniamo che esista alcun “filo rosso” che colleghi Teolepto eon Gregorio Palamas e 
il Palamismo. Per la scelta monastica del giovane Gregorio fu decisivo un incontro 
eon Teolepto, ma ć un dato di latto che la piu fedelc discepola di Teolepto sia 
diventata uno dei leaders antipalamiti e che un altro personaggio di primo piano 
(che fu in rapporto epistolare eon Teolepto), Niceforo Gregoras, sia stato uno 
strenuo oppositore di Palamas. Per 1’antipalamita Arsenio di Tiro, come per i 
palamiti (Palamas, Kalothetos), il metropolita di Filadelfia era un modello di santitć 
e di saggezza, ma, nonostante i tentativi operati da ambedue le fazioni in loua, ć 
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evidentementc impossibile sapere cosa Teolepto avrebbe fatto se fosse stało in vita 
al momento della controversia teologica. 

Al termine di ąueslc osscrvazioni su alcuni dcttagli, non possiamo non 
ringraziare ancora una volta 1’illustre Padre bcnedettino chc ha reso accessibile, e in 
una splendida veste, questo corpus di testi. Si deve sperare chc ora ąuesti scritti 
spirituali vengano letti, e magari tradotti in altre lingue, in modo di poter csser 
conosciuti anche al di fuori della ristretta cerchia dcgli specialisti. 


A. Rigo 


Canonica 

Enerr^pię tou Keurpoy Epeóur/ę rfję ioToptaę tov E\\t)Vikov 
Aucalou, 29~30 (1982-83) 'EKSibopiuri ciupie Acta Tfjs 1 AieuSuuTpias 1 
tou KeuTpou. 'AraSfipin ’A9r|VLuu, ’A0fjvat 1990, pp. 1312. 

II primo saggio di ąuesto volume, opera di Georgios Michailides Nouaros “Le 
cause di divorzio secondo la legislazione del tribunale ecclesiastico di Ko” (pp. 7- 
22), uno studio accurato del contcnuto del primo volume del “Archivio della Santa 
Metropoli di Ko” opera in quattro volumi, pubblicata a cura del metropolita delPiso- 
la, Emmanouel Karpathios, negli anni 1958-62. L’autore prende in esame le 
sentenze emesse dal tribunale ecclesiastico delPisola per le cause concementi il 
diritto di famiglia eon particolare riguardo alle cause di divorzio. Molto interessanti 
appaiono le sentenze di divorzio per colpa di uno dei due coniugi, poichcł aiutano a 
comprcndere i costumi mentali delPepoca. Dalio studio delle varic cause e delle 
relative sentenze del tribunale ecclesiastico risulta evidente che queste ultimę si 
basano spesso su deviazioni da leggi ufficiali sia del diritto canonico che di quello 
civile bizantino. 

II secondo saggio, b opera di Mcnelaos Tourtoglou “Osservazioni sulle consue- 
tudini legali (motivale dalio studio di due consuetudini legali di Bitinia)” (pp. 23- 
36). Si presenta la particolare condizione nella quale vcnne a trovarsi la giustizia 
greca subito dopo la rivoluzione del 1821. La liberazione della Grecia dalPoccupa- 
zionc turca c la creazione di un nuovo stato ebbe comc conseguenza quasi 
immediata Pesigenza di un nuovo codice civile valido per tutto il paese, sostituen- 
dosi alla moltitudine di usi e consuetudini regionali. Georgios Rodokakes “L’accct- 
tazione del codice commerciale francese” (pp. 37-48), analizza il lenomeno apparen- 
temente insolito delPadozionc del codice commerciale francese da parte del nuovo 
stato greco, gia dal 1 gennaio 1822. G. R. individua i motivi che indussero il 
govemo a prendere tale decisione. 

II quarto saggio, opera di Menelaos Tourtoglou “L’influenza della rivoluzione 
francese nella legislazione penale greca duranle la rivoluzione e nel periodo del 
govemo di Capodistria” (pp. 49-60), prende in esame il codice penale del nuovo 
stato greco. E degno di nota il fatto che nonostante la dichiarazione dei padri 
costituenti secondo i quali “le procedurę penali si devono esplicare in base alle leggi 
dei nostri gloriosi imperatori cristiani", (si legga “imperatori bizantini”), di fatto la 
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nuova procedura penale si discostava parecchio da quclla bizantina. L’autore nota 
che le nuove leggi vigenti, sia durante ii pcriodo dclla rivoluzione chc durante ii 
govemo di Capodistria, erano imprcgnatc di spirito liberale e si avvicinavano a 
ąuelle del codice penale francese. 

II ąuinto saggio opera di Xenofon Antoniadśs “La proprietk privata e la compra- 
vendita di immobili nella Skyros occupata dai Turchi” (pp. 61-122), si occupa delle 
leggi che regolavano sia la proprietil che la compravendita di immobili nell’isola di 
Skyros. 

L’ultimo saggio di ąueslo annuario, opera collcttiva di Anastasia Sifoniou- 
Karapa, Georgios Rodokakes, Lydia Artemiade “II codice del notaio Ionnes 
Meniates. 1680-1689 (cf. G. A. K. 986)” (pp. 123-312), d& un’edizione integrale del 
codice del notaio deirisola di Naxos, Ioannes Meniates. Gli autori, dopo una breve 
analisi paleografica e codicologica presentano il codice che nei suoi 484 fogli 
contiene vari atti notarili databili dal 4 Marżo 1680 al 10 Novembre 1689. La 
pubblicazione di quesio codice riveste particolare interesse poichb qucsla fonte 
legale, eon i suoi 914 atti, copre quasi tutti i soggetti del diritto privato, e contempo- 
raneamente, abbraccia unitariamente un arco di dieci anni. 

Quest’opera rappresenta un valido contributo allo studio della storia del diritto 
post-bizantino e, di riflesso, di quello grcco moderno, cosi come qucst’ultimo b 
venuto a formarsi dopo la rivoluzione del 1821. Inoltre i temi legali trattati fomi- 
scono, in maniera chiara ed incisiva preziose informazioni sulla socielii dci sec. 
XVII-XIX, di grandę interesse non solo per lo storico del diritto, ma anche del 
sociologo, dello storico-politico, e dell’anlropologo. 


K. Douramani 


Giorgio Barone Adesi, Monachesimo Ortodosso d'Oriente e diritto romano nel 

tardo antico. Dott. A. Giuffrb, Ed., Milano 1990, pp. XIII + 418 + Errata corrige. 

II monachesimo b un fenomeno rcgolato essenzialmentc dalio Spirito. Non si 
lascia inquadrare facilmente in definizioni giuridiche. Eppure, studiare il fenomeno 
anche da questo punto di vista pub illuminarlo di una luce inconsueta, proprio lii 
dove gli studi ricalcano vie giU battute altre volte. E quanto accade nel presente 
studio, secco ed arduo, come lo vuole il genere letterario giuridico, ma scopritore di 
nuovi aspetii che non di rado hanno condizionato il fenomeno sotto osservazione. 

Un tema che ci interessa in maniera speciale b il rapporto monachesimo e 
societL Quanto alla condizione femminile impariamo che, oltre ai montanisti, 
c’crano altre correnti eretichc, come i quintilianisti ed i priscillianisti chc accorda- 
vano alla donna una posizione rilevante (p. 28). II Crisostomo credc i monasteri 
destinati a sussistere fino all’evangelizzazione deirimpero (pp. 79-80); l’idea patri- 
stica di comunione dei beni (pp. 159, 164, 175-177, 206); il caso di Eutropio (p. 
203); Pamministrazione della giustizia nei monasteri, di soliło riservata al superiore 
della comunitii (p. 221); la crescita del potere monastico eon il conseguente 
tramonto dei privilegi clericali (p. 259); Paccoglienza dcgli schiavi fuggitivi ricono- 
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sciuta da Basilio Magno (pp. 299-306); Ie normative del Concilio di Calcedonia 
(451), che mostra la vila monastica comc un bene acąuisito, ma dii moniti severi 
contro chi disturba la pace civile e ecclesiastica, additando i pericoli che tale vita- 
corre (p. 326-328). 

C’fe tania scienza, ci sono alcune semplificazioni e talvolta I’apparato scicntifico 
avrebbe dovuto essere integrato meglio. C.'b una certa sproporzione tra annotazione 
e contenulo, specie nel primo capitolo (ct'r pp. 44-45). II linguaggio b un po’ artifi- 
cioso (pp. 123-124, 132). Peró 1’crudizione b grandę. Tanto piii sorprende la 
modestia dell’A. che, nella conclusione esprime solo alcune osservazioni invece che 
tramę conclusioni esaurienti (pp. 353-369). Chi pensa che sia nuovo l’interes- 
samento della vita rcligiosa alla giustizia sociale, trovcra, in queste pagine, alcune 
sorprcse. 


E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 


N. OtKovo(j,i8T]S' (ck8ótt)s-), To Bv£dimo koto. tou I2o auóm, Kcuwlkó 

At kol o, Kparoę kol KOn/oMa. ETCtipda BuCaizruzcór- Kai MeTa(3u^avTivtóv 

ITapacJ>6XAa, AOLiza 1991, pp. 620. 

Nel 1989-1990 si sono tcnuti in Atene due incontri intemazionali su “Bisanzio 
durante il XII sccolo”. Concentrandosi su questo periodo, i due convegni hanno 
sludiato lo sviluppo canonico avutosi nel pensiero bizantino (si pensi alle figurę di 
Alessio Aristenos, Giovanni Zonaras ed il piu conosciuto Teodoro Balsamone) eon 
particolare attenzione ai concctti di exousiai e di koinónia. N. Oikonomidis ha 
curato 1’edizione dci contributi dei seguenti partecipanti (alcuni di essi sono cilati 
due volte per i due contributi offerti in ciascun colloquio): S. Troianos, Ioli 
Kalavrezou, H. Hunger, C. Gallagher, K. Pitsakis, S. Perentidis, H. Saradi, G. 
Dagron, P. Magdalino, B. Stolte, O. Lampsidis, I. Medvedev, H. Bartikian, A. Laiou, 
M. Loukaki, C. G, Filrst, P. Boglioni, P. Magdalino, H. Saradi, E. Papagianni, F. 
Euaggelalou-Notara, S. Troianos, V. Tiftixoglu, J. Meycndorff, B. Stolte, A. 
Schminck, R. Macrides, P. Pieler. Anche sc il libro sembra essenzialmente 
indirizzato — considerando il titolo — a puntualizzare dali canonici, in veritó il 
Icltore trova in molti di quesli saggi ricchi spunti sulla men tali tó, cultura e vita 
ąuotidiana bizantina, ripresentati attraverso la prosa logica, lipicamente medievale, 
dei canonisti bizantini. E qucsto libro un buon auspicio di lavoro e ricerca 
interdisciplinari: 1’intelligenza del dato canonico arreca nuovc sfaccettature alla 
realtił ancora per tanti aspetti non toccata dalia storiografia ufficiale bizantina. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 
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Dimitrios Salachas, Istituzioni di diritto canonico delle Chiese cattoliche orientali, 

Edizioni Dehoniane, Roma/Bologna, 1993, pp. 414. 

This work treats thc institutions of Canon law as outlined in canons 27-572 of thc 
ncw Codex Canonum Ec.clesiarum Orientalium (CCEO). Dimitrios Salachas, who 
tcaches Oriental canon law on various Canon Law FaculLies in Romę, States that thc 
aim of his book is to analyze thcsc institutions of the Oriental Churches describcd in 
CCEO “in thc light of ancient canonical norms until loday, that is, of thc almost 
bimillenary Oriental tradition, sanctioned by thc first Sacri canones until the dccrces 
of Vatican II” (p. 13). Divided into four parts, the work presents ancient sources of 
Oriental canon law and the historical iler of CCEO in Part I. Thcn, Part II is a 
commentary on cc. 27-41 (The Churches sui iuris and thc Rites), Part III deals with 
the supremę authority of the Church and the various structures of the Oriental 
Churches sui iuris (cc. 42-176) and Part IV covers eparchies and their bishops as 
well as eleries, the laity and religious in thc Church (cc. 177-572). 

The author’s work proves useful when it ąuotes from thc dogmaiic constilutions 
of Vatican II with respect to the CCEO canons which implement them. In this 
regard, for example, it can be seen how canons 49 (thc college of bishops), 323-331 
(eleries), 399 (the laity) and 410-411 (the religious State) have been faithful to the 
decrees of Vatican II. The author’s discussion regarding the formulation of the 
canons is also helpful when it quotes from the proceedings of the Pontifical 
Commission for the Revision of Oriental Canon Law as reported in Nuntia. This is 
particularly evident in Part IV, chaptcr 4 (The Stale of Monks and Ali the Other 
Religious). 

However, it would not appear that the author always realizes his stated goal of 
analyzing the CCEO canons in the light of the sacri canones. In Part IV, the sacrcd 
canons are not mentioned often in chapter 2 (cc. 323-398) and in chapter 4, which 
covers cc. 410-572, sacred canons are quoted or referred to only in connection with 
canons 447, 448, 454, 457, 468, 481-5 and 487. Even when sacred canons are 
mentioned there and elsewhere in the book, a subsequent analysis of the CCEO 
canons in the light of these sacred canons is not always evident. Instcad, throughout 
the work, the CCEO canons are oftentimes jusl quoted or re-stated in the author’s 
text (see for example: pp. 244-7; 268-272; 371-397). 

Nevertheless, as Professor Jean Gaudemet States in the Preface to this work, 
Salachas does provide the basis and thc invitation for numerous futurę studics by 
bringing together, as he does, the materiał for this book. Professor Gaudemet rightly 
adds: “Is this not perhaps the fincst commendation that one could give to this 
work?” (p. 9). 


J. Abbass, O.F.M. Conv. 
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Christologica 

Sergej NikoIaević Bulgakov, L'Agnello di Dio: II mistero del verbo incarnato. 

Introduzione alfedizione italiana di P. Coda. Traduzione dal russo di Omella M. 

Nobile Ventura. Cittil Nuova Editrice, Roma 1990, pp. 522. 

La scomparsa, cinquant’anni fa, (1944-1994) di Sergej Bulgakov ha privato 
1’Ortodossia di una delle voci piu autorevoli. Certamente, per la capacitH specu- 
lativa, egli era senza pari, almeno fra gli Ortodossi del suo secolo; c’b chi insinua, 
addirittura, di ąuesto millennio (G. Cioffari). Della biblioteca inLera che Bulgakov 
ha prodotto il preseme libro b comunemente riconosciulo come la chiave di volta. 

L’attuale volume non fu mai recensito sulle pagine di OCP, ma 1’allora 
caLtedratico B. Schultze ha dedicato alPargomento, sulle pagine di OCP (cfr il suo 
articolo, “Probierni di teologia presso gli ortodossi,” 1943, pp. 135-170) un’aUen- 
zione ampia, ma prettamente negativa. Si b lasciato trarre in inganno dalPimportanza 
che Bulgakov dii ad Apollinare (t ca 390), eretico condannato dalia Chiesa. 
Un’attenta Jeltura mostreril che Bulgakov b molto prudente proprio verso una 
possibile accusa di apollinarismo. E vero che parte dell’antropologia di Gesu viene a 
mancare, peró nelTinterpretazione di Bulgakov ąuesta parte b la persona umana, 
essendo la persona di Cristo ąuella del Logos. Cosi Bulgakov dii un’interpretazione 
calcedonese alPapollinarismo (L'Agnello di Dio, p. 51). 

Forsę era difficile dare retta a Bulgakov perchó congiunge la rilettura globale 
della fede eon interpretazioni controverse anche in seno alla stessa ortodossia, per 
esempio Ario non fu ascollato, in particolare le proposte sofiologiche e cosmolo- 
giche (p. 60). Infatti, anche la kenosi o umiliazione del Logos b doppia: da parte del 
Logos che, discende dal cielo, ma rimane in cielo, e da parte delPuomo, che, trasfor- 
mandosi, rimane uomo. II tertium ąuid di una tale relazione & la Sofia ( L’Agnello di 
Dio, pp. 283-284). Fu ąuesta, per Bulgakov, la pietra d’inciampo di Ario — il non 
aver capito che tra Dio trascendente e 1’uomo creato ąualchc cosa di comune c’ó, per 
1’appunto — la Sofia. 

Preziosa 1’introduzione di P. Coda, probabilmente il miglior esperto italiano di 
S. Bulgakov. Provocatorie anche le sue parole: “Utilissimo e arricchente sarebbe un 
raffronto fra la prospettiva «iconica» della teologia ortodossa, ąuella «analogica» 
della teologia cattolica e ąuella «dialettica» della teologia evangelica, proprio a 
partire dalia lettura trinitaria dell’evento pasąuale” (pp. 23-24). Pensiamo che una 
tale mediazionc tra le Confessioni & possibile, specialmente ąuando il simbolo reale, 
alla base della tradizione caltolico-ortodossa, media, al di qua della visionc beatifica, 
attraverso la parola. Coda avrebbe peró dovuto mettere piu in risalto la tipica 
filosofia bulgakoviana dei nomi. 


E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 
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Kenneth P. Wesche (cd.). On the Person of Christ: The Christology of Emperor 

Justinian. Translated and introduced by Kenneth Paul Wesche. Sl Vladimir’s 

Seminary Press, Crestwood, New York 10707, 1991, pp. 204. 

In his bid to restore the unity of the empire on faith Justinian, Emperor from 527 
to 565, tried his hand at theology. The success was anything but encouraging, not 
only because Justinian embroiled himself in the hcresy of aphthartodocetism a year 
before he died, but also because he gave the wrong examplc to somebody like Henry 
vm in his quest for supremacy within the Church in England. But Constantinople II 
(553), a common dogmatic platform at least for Orthodox and Calholics, remains 
associated with his name, in spite of the unfortunatc circumstances which 
accompanied ii. 

The present publication has a preface (pp. 9-10), a General Introduction (pp. 1l- 
22), plus three texts introduced respectively by an introduction to the texL: 
“Justiniarfs Letter to the Monks of Alexandria against the Monophysites” (pp. 27- 
107) with the introduction (p. 25); “A Letter to the Three Chapters” (pp. 115-158), 
with the introduction (pp. 111-113), and “TheEdict of the True faith” (pp. 163-198) 
and the introduction (pp. 161). At the cnd the editor has provided us with a Selecl 
Bibliography (pp. 199-203). 

Justinian seeks to fathom the meaning of “Jesus is the Divine Logos,” especially 
by the freąuenl juxtaposition of Jesus and Logos, who are furthermore ąualified as 
“one and the same” (p. 13). To try and understand this effort the editor analyzes 
Justinian’s use of terms like hypostasis and naturę. Wesche’s criiicism of Boethius, 
namely that person becomcs a function of naturę, scores a point, especially if we 
concentrate on the latter’s famous definition of person as “rationalis naturae 
individua substantia.” It is, however, less pcrtinenl when the editor seems to simply 
equate Boethius with the Latin ontology of person. With our modern sensibilities to 
morę nuanced pluralistic stales of affairs, against prevalent preconcepLions, it 
certainly sounds forced, to cite but two early examples, to squeeze the Western 
Aponius with his Origenist anthropology and the highly influential Origenist 
Nemesius of Emesa into one patiem, not to say anything about the correctivc to the 
Boethian definition by Hugo of St Victor, Thomas Aquinas and so many others. 
This schematic over-simpiification of person as function of naturę in the West and 
hypostasis as the foundation of being in the East derives rather from Theodore de 
Regnon (t 1893) and through lack of consultation of A. Grillmeier, whose Jesus der 
Christus im Glauben der Kirche B2/1 (Freiburg i.Br. 1986) and 2/2 (Freiburg i.Br. 
1989), so relevant for the argument of Wesche’s publication, are nowhere listed (see 
p. 200), let alone discussed. 

The second and third texts are concemed with Justinian’s justification of 
posthumous condemnations, especially sińce the condcmnaiion of theologians who 
had died in communion with the Church, such as Theodore of Mopsuestia, and 
others who had been reinstated by an ecumenical council, such as Theodoret and 
Ibas, posed a serious question that was to occupy Justinian for so long (see p. 112). 
When the editor claims that de facto controversy on the Fifth Council continues 
between East and West, one would have expected him to spccily in order to 
illustrate the point (p. 161), especially sińce the discussion of God’s sulfering 
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expresscd in the dccrccs of the Council has bccomc a central argument in 
contemporary Western christologies. 

Apart from some stock-in-trade argumenls the editor has madę available 
important texts which are usually under-exposed in contemporary chrisLological 
discussion and, besides, the introductions throw precious light on the historical 
background. 


E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 


Codicologica 

Alain Desreumaux, Repertoire des Bibliothegues et des Catalogues de Manuscrits 
Syriagues (= Documents, Etudes et Repcrtoires publies par 1’Institut de 
Recherches et d’Histoire des Textes) avcc la collaboration de F. Briąuel- 
Chatonnel, Editions du Centre National de laRecherche, Paris 1991, pp. 285. 

Non si puó non accogliere eon piacere 1’apparizione di ąuesto libro. Agli 
“addetti al lavoro”, a coloro che lavorono sui manoscritti siriaci, il lavoro di A. 
Dcsreumaux b altamente lodevole per la sua funzionaltih, utilitil e completezza. 
Trattandosi di MSS siriaci, 1’autore sottolinea subito la difficolth che si incontra 
ąuando si voglia avere un ąuadro completo di MSS disponibili nelPawicinarsi ad un 
soggetto di ricerca. L’iniento iniziale del presente libro & ąuello di stabilirc una lista 
possibilmente complcta dei luoghi ove si trovano i MSS, eon un’ulteriore lista 
bibliografica dei cataloghi. Per catalogo si intende non solo 1’usuale accezione, ma 
esso inelude in quest’opcra anche una serie di informazioni, di notę che scgnalano 
anche dei semplici accenni di ąuesto o ąuel MS in ąualche fondo. Si & cercato, 
insomma, di offrire agli studiosi ąualsiasi sLrumcnto o traccia per individuare c 
trattare ąualsiasi MS siriaco (abbiamo un repertorio bibliografico di 858 titoli). II 
capitolo principale del libro e dedicato alla bibliografia dei MSS classificati per 
nazione e per luogo di conservazione; un capitolo tematico comprende 211 titoli dei 
MSS catalogati per soggetti; la lista degli autori di tutti gli indici citati comprende 
circa 700 nomi; ben 393 biblioteche o collezioni aventi MSS siriaci sono stale 
recensite. La novitó del lavoro in sć, e la coscienza che certamente altri MSS 
esistano in ąualche sconosciuto luogo, induce A. Desreumaux a chiedere aiuto a tutti 
coloro che maneggiano MSS siriaci a correggere e completare ąuesta opera. E, 
dunąue, un primo Lentativo, ripetiamo, notevole e coraggioso, di collezionare fun- 
zionalmentc dei dati importami sulla vasta produzione manoscritla siriaca sf da 
offrire a chiunąue debba accedere — non solo agli specialisti del campo — alla 
letteratura teologica siriaca un facile e subitaneo accesso ai testi manoscritti. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 
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Annaclara Cataldi Palau, Catalogo dei manoscritti greci della Biblioteca 

Franzoniana (Genova) (Urbani 2-20), Supplcmento n. 8 al Bollettino dei 

Classici, Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei, 1990, Roma, pp. 122+25 tavole. 

La descrizione di questi 19 manoscritti greci (il n. 1 c cbraico) della Biblioteca 
genovese Franzoniana, detti Urbani pcrchć l’abate Paolo Gerolamo Franzoni la lego 
ai Missionari Urbani di S. Carlo Borromeo, era gih apparsa in tre fascicoli di Studi 
Italiani di Filologia Classica, negli anni 1986-1987. Qui b opportunamente raccolta 
in un volumetto, eon Prefazionc, Bibliografia e Introduzione, salvo ad attendere il 
completamento. Infatti gli altri manoscritti Urbani 21-40 sono destinali a un allro 
Supplemento al Bollettino dei Classici linceo, corredalo di un indice concernenle 
tutti i codici descritti. 

E scnz’altro una felice iniz.iativa ąuella di descrivere piu dctlagliatamente 
Pantica e ricca collezione di manoscritti greci raccolta da Filippo Sauli nel sccolo 
XVI. Gi& la datazione dei manoscritti li impone airattenzione. Di ąuesti 19, i piCi 
recenti, che risalgono al secolo XVI, sono tre. Dieci sono deH’unde-cimo secolo, 
due dei quali datali eon precisione agli anni 1057 e 1075. Due sono fra il decimo e 
Pundecimo secolo. Tre sono del decimo secolo. Uno b del secolo nono. 

I testi interessano la Patrologia Greca, eon Catenae biblicae, o eon opere dci 
Padri. Gli autori rappresentati sono Atanasio, Basilio, Epifanio, Giovanni 
Crisostomo e Gregorio Nisseno. II Padre che appare piu di frequente b il 
Crisostomo, eon undici codici su 19. 

Mi auguro di veder presto completato questo catalogo, destinato a rendere 
preziosi servizi alla scienza. 


V. Poggi, S.J. 


Ecclesiologica 

Alexandre Faivre, Ordonner la fratemite. Pouvoir d’innover et retour a Pordre dans 
PŚglise ancienne (coli. Histoire), Paris, Ed. du Cerf, 1992, 555 p. 

L’auteur, prolesscur & la facultć dc theologie catholique dc Strasbourg, auquel 
on doit dćjH une volumineuse th£se sur les differents ćchelons du ministóre 
(Naissance d’une hierarchie, Paris, Beauchesne, coli. Thćologie historique, 40, 
1977) est Pun des meilleurs specialistes des institulions ecclesiastiques aux premiers 
siścles. Aprfes une importante introduction methodoIogique, Pautcur, reprenant 
partiellement des travaux antćrieurs, dścrit les structures des communautes 
chretienncs jusque vers 260, puis celles dc Pepoque constantinienne (en gros, par 
rćgions) et s’avance, en Occident, jusqu’au VIIe sifecle. Des investigations sur la 
situation familiale des eleres et leurs conditions dc vie matćriellc, un excursus sur 
“le clergć dans Poeuvre d’Augustin” (Pinnovation consiste a imposer aux eleres de 
vivre dans un monastórc), conduisent A. Faivre ił faire le point sur une question 
difficile, mai ćtudiće (sauf les emplois de AcHko?): “les origines du Iaicat” (rćsumś 
de Les Laics aux origines de 1'Eglise, Paris, Le Centurion (1984). Cctte sccondc 
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partie sur les “rapports flous” clerc/Iaics est completśe par un chapitrc en formę de 
“ąueslion incongrue”: “Une femme peut-elle devenir laiąue”? (p. 205-212) — 
concession obligee aux revendications fćministes actuelles? — et un autre, assez 
neuf, sur les “laics theologiens” et la fonction d’enseignement aux premiers siścles 
(p. 213-253). 

La Lroisićme partie, “Normes et pouvoirs” (p. 271-435), qui reprend le sous-titre 
de l’ouvrage, montre les difficultćs qu’ oni ćprouvees les premićres getiśrations k 
discemer les critóres de la Veritć, au fur et k mesure qu’elles s’ćloignaient des 
origines de 1’Eglise, et expose les reponses donnścs par Clement de Romę et Irenee, 
ainsi que les enjeux de la querelle pascale et des premiers conciles. Enfin aprfes un 
panorama de la documentation canonico-liturgique (śtat des textes et genre 
littćraire), A. Faivre dćvoile comment la “Constitution ecclesiastique des apótres” 
(CPG 1739) “fait parler les origines” (p. 395-435). La conclusion recapitule les 
conditions de reussite d’une innovation pratiąue et souligne le role d’Irenee dans 
1’elaboration de leur lćgitimation. 

Malgre la presence de certains chapitres additionnels et de pages d’introduction, 
on a cependant 1’impression d’un “patchwork”. Si certains articles semblent avoir 
ćte modifićs pour tenir compte d’une ćvolution de 1’auteur (cf. p. 274 n. 5), d’autres 
gardent la tracę des preoccupations de 1’auditoire (cf. p. 23). On ne sait si c’est pour 
gommer les disparates ou par manąue d’acribie dans la misę au point finale, 
1’origine des composantes de l’ouvrage est loin d’etre indiquee avec toute la 
precision voulue. Par exemple, ce n’est que p. 106 n. 32 que le lecteur apprend que 
les p. 216-225 sont reprises d'Irenikon 1987, p. 198-210. II faut relever pour le 
regretter, k notre avis — que la fraternite, presente dans le titre, soit pratiąuement 
absente du contenu de l’ouvrage. Or, le terme menie de fraternite et 
vraisemblablement la plupart de ses manifestations conerfetes, sont une innovation 
chretienne, comme vient de le montrer 1’Abbe Dujarier dans un ouvrage recent 
(Michel Dujarier, L’Eglise-Fraternite. I. Les origines de l’expression “adelphofes- 
fratemitas” aux trois premiers siecles du christianisme. Preface de Mgr A. T. Sanon 
[coli. Thćologies], Paris, ćd. du Cerf 1991; cfr. OCP 58 [1992] 621). Basile de 
Cesarće, dont on connatt 1’ardeur k combaltre les innovations (Kau/oTopla), pas 
seulement doctrinales, est rarement cite dans cet ouvrage. II n’a pas, a notre 
connaissance, laissć une “production Iśgale parałIćlc” (cf. p. 446), soi-disant heritee 
des apótres, mais il est l’un des rares auteurs anciens k admettre l’exisLence de 
traditions secrćtcs (surtout liturgiąues), reęues de ceux-ci et transmises oralement: 
cette opinion ne merilait-elle pas d’etrc prise en consideration dans une etude sur la 
normę de la Veritć? A. Faivre ne cite pas, par exemple k propos de 1’obligation du 
celibat ecclesiastique, La plus ancienne decretale, atlribuee a Damase et editee, par 
E. C. Babut (Paris 1904). Le texte en est difficile et controverse, mais le Professeur 
Y.- M. Duval (Paris-X Nanterrc) acheve une nouvellc edition appuyee sur un trćs 
ancien manuscrit non utilisć par Babut et assortie d’un importanl commentaire. 

La “bibliographie sćlective” et raisonnće compte tout de meme 66 p. (p. 455- 
511): ses subdivisions ne sont malheureusement pas reprises dans la table des 
mati&res. Outre quelqucs coquilles, la typographie ne distingue pas toujours nette- 
ment articles (pagination parfois absente) et monographies. Quelques reeditions avec 
supplemenls ne sont pas mentionnćes. Les domaines couverts par cette bibliographie 
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considćrable sont beaucoup plus vastes que la matiere traitćc dans l’ouvrage 
(structures sociales dc 1’Empire romain, structures geographiąues des Eglises, 
Domus ecclesiae , histoirc du canon bibliquc. “Lcs fcmmes dans PEglise ancienne” 
ont droil k une section s pedale: sans doutc cc sujet a-t-il suscitś un grand intćrct 
depuis une trentainc d’annecs, mais n’etlt-il pas fallu aider le lecteur k faire son 
choix parmi plus de ceni livres et articles “recents”, parmi “les plus significatifs” (p. 
492-497)? L’auteur, qui se dćfcnd ailleurs (p. 455) “de dćverser un fichier 
bibliographique”, ne pouvait-il pas Iui-meme operer un ccrtain classement? La 
demifere section bibliographiąue est consacree k la documentation canonico- 
liturgique. II eut etś utile d’indiquer syslśmatiquement les numćros de la Clavis 
grecque, 1’ćtendue prćcise de la Colleciion de Vćrone (cf. p. 507), les Lraductions 
latines dc J. -M. Hanssens (1970). La traduction franęaise integrale du Testamentum 
Domini par F. Nau a d’abord paru dans le Canoniste contemporain de 1907 (30) a 
1913 (36). Nous avons ćdite des fragments grccs inedits, abusivement attribućs k s. 
Basile, dans Augustinianum 32 (1992) 261-277. Noter qu’un fragment copte a ćtó 
egalemenl conserve dans la liturgie d’ordination du patriarchę d’Alexandrie; quc la 
traduction franęaise des Constitutions apostoliques dans SC 320, 329 et 336 (1986- 
1987), duc k M. Metzer, est disponible mainlenant en un seul volume (Ed. du Cerf, 
Paris 1992). A la bibliographie generale, ajouter A.- G. Martimort, ‘Tradition 
apostoliąue”, DSp, l. XV, fasc. 99-101 (1991), c. 1133-1146. 

On voit par cel aperęu toutes lcs richesses que renferme cet ouvrage, resolument 
modeme et latin. Modeme, parce que, reflćtant sans doute les preoccupations des 
etudiants strasbourgeois de 1’autcur, on y cherchera en vain, sauf erreur, le point de 
vue des “anciens” : sans doute certains textes ćtaient-ils inconnus des erudits des 
XVI-XVin e sifecles, mais l’on a peine it croire que les problemcs trailes dans ccs 
pages n’aient pas suscitć la reflexion des mauristes par exemple. Quclques 
indications bibliographiques eussent ete les bienvenucs. Latin, d’autre part, parce 
qu’il se refóre ici ou lit (cf. p. 53-54) aux reformes postćrieures it Vatican II, 
notamment la suppression par Paul VI des ordres mineurs (1972), sans que les 
institutions des Śglises orthodoxes et non-chalcedoniennes — 1’autre poumon de 
l’Eglise universelle — soient prises cn consideration, alors meme que la 
documentation qui est k la base de cette somme est en grandę partie orientale. Sans 
avoir aucunement les compćtences neccssaires, nous conjecturons cependant quc la 
reflexion de ces Eglises a etć diffćrente de celle de 1’Occident. Puisse cci ouvrage 
tres utile et stimulant susciter d’autres ćludcs complćmentaires. 


B. Gain 


Ferdinand R. Gahbauer, Die Pentarchietheorie. Ein Modeli der Kirchenleitung von 
den Anlangen bis zur Gegenwart, (= Frankfurter Theologische Studicn. Bd 42.), 
Verlag losef Knecht, Frankfurt am Main 1993, pp. 468. 

Da un po’ di tempo appaiono sulla pcntarchia approfonditi studi. Un buon awio 
alla rivisitazione della pentarchia viene dalio storico ortodosso B. Pheidas, nel 1969. 
Qualche anno dopo lo Scriptor della Vaticana Vittorio Peri, le dcdica un conlributo 
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nella Scttimana sulPAIto Medioevo a Spoleto del 1986, poi pubblicato nel 1988. Ed 
ora, in ąuesto lavoro di 468 pagine, la pentarchia, in ąuanto modulo strutturale 
ecclesiologico, b argomento di una lesi doLtorale dilesa alla Facoltit Teologica 
catLolica di Francoforte. L’A. disLingue opportunamente una pentarchia informale, 
una pentarchia classica, un’idea di pentarchia e una teoria della pentarchia. La prima 
corrisponde alTidentificarsi graduale di territori ecclesiali, a partire dal 380. La 
seconda, o classica, coincide eon il concilio di Calcedonia, chc riconosce in 
Gerusalemme la quinta sedc patriarcale. E la pentarchia classica, canonizzata un 
secolo dopo, nella codificazione giustinianea (Novella 131). Questa pentarchia che 
enumera Roma, Costantinopoli, Alessandria, Antiochia e Gerusalemme, non si 
identifica eon 1’idea di pentarchia del katholikos di Seleucia, Iśo’jahb. L’idea di 
pentarchia di Massimo il Confessore, o sottostante a concezioni conciliari, non 
suppone ancora una teoria della pentarchia. Una teoria della pentarchia in senso 
largo 6 propugnata da Giovanni di Gerusalemme, al sinodo di Hiereia del 754. 
Teodoro Studita e Niceforo di Costantinopoli la formulano in senso stretto, senza 
contrapporla al primato del papa. Al concilio costanlinopolitano degli anni 869-870 
la pentarchia 6 connessa eon Papostolicitri Da allora, fino alla rottura tra Orientc e 
Occidente, nel 1054, tappe intermedic allontanano reciprocamente i due mondi. 
Nella serie dei patriarcati, Costantinopoli comincia a precedere Roma. Balsamone 
elenca in ordine Costantinopoli, Antiochia, Roma, Alessandria, Gerusalemme. 
Finche, scendendo di un altro scalino, Roma diviene 1’ultima della serie. La teoria 
della pentarchia rimane in vita anche dopo le veloci e vastissime conquistc islamiche 
che mettono in crisi 1’impero bizantino, dovc soltanto, secondo Pcri, la pentarchia si 
giustificherebbe. Perfino in Occidente, Rufino di Assisi e Gioacchino da Fiore, 
continuano a teorizzame. Del resto, non liquidano la teoria della pentarchia, tie i 
tentativi ecumenici di Lione e di Firenze, nć la conquista turca di Costantinopoli, nć 
il riconoscimento da parte del patriarca ecumenico di un patriarcato di Mosca nel 
1589 e neppure le varie autocefalie maturatesi nelPambito ortodosso. L’A. cerca le 
ragioni del persistere anche oggi di questa teoria nel dialogo ecumenico. Permette 
vera autonomia della Chiesa locale. Consacra una forma legittima c doverosa di 
sinodalitri. Inserisce i rapporti tra le Chiese in una sana prospettiva di comunione 
paritaria. Percio, si augura PA. come epilogo, questo modello ecclesiologico b 
raccomandabile. 

L’opera si impone alPaltenz.ione per la vastitk della ricerca compiuta, la 
ricchezza della documentazione raccolta e la chiarezza sintetica eon la quale 
vengono esposti i risultati finali dclPindagine. E un prezioso servizio alla scienza e 
alPecumenismo. Approvo la prospetliva del modello ecclesiologico. Tuttavia, per 
gettare ponti sullo iato fra Oriente c Occidente a livello di Chiesa, penso che il 
modello cui appellarsi e quello trinitario, cioć di un’unica Chiesa, di varie Chiese, 
eguali e distinte. E il modello del connubio misterioso fra u n i tri e pluralismo, auto¬ 
nomia locale e universalilit. Soltanto nella luce della Trinitri, Caitoliei e Ortodossi si 
metteranno gli uni alla scuola degli altri, per scoprire, i primi un aspetto della Chiesa 
da loro misconosciuto, ma valorizzato dagli Ortodossi, cioć la Chiesa locale; e per 
scoprire gli Ortodossi Paltro aspetto, da loro trascurato ma sottolineato dai Cattolici, 
della Chiesa universale. 


V. Poggi, S.J. 
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John Meyendorff (ed.), The Primacy of Peter. Essays in Ecclesiology and the Earty 

Church. St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, Crestwood, N. York (2nd edition) 1992, 

pp. 182. 

The present publication is the second edition of an English translation, First 
published in 1960, of the French original, which Meyendorff himself edited in 1960 
(La Primaute de Pierre dans TEglise orthodoxe. Delachaux et Nicstle, Neuchatel 
1960, pp. 150.) To the articles included in the First edition, Nicholas KoIoumzine’s 
“Peter’s Place in the Primitive Church” (pp. 11-34), John Meycndorffs “St Peter in 
Byzantine Thcology” (pp. 67-90), Nicholas Afanas’ev’s, “The Church Which 
Prcsides in Lovc” (pp. 91-143) and Alexander Schmemann’s, ‘The Idea of Primacy 
in Orthodox Ecclesiology” (pp. 145-171), has been added that of Veselin Kcsich 
“Pclcr’s Primacy in the New Testament and the Early Tradition” (pp. 35-66). 
Information on the contributors (p. 173), the Index (pp. 175-178) and the Indcx of 
Biblical Referenccs (pp. 179-182) enhance the uselulness of this collection of 
essays. 

On the basis of the choice of the authors (all come from the Russian Orthodox 
schools of Saint-Serge and/or St VIadimir’s) one can already form an idea of its 
theological orientation. N. Koulmozine underlines the uniąue role of Peter, 
analogous to that of the Pentccost Church, but which disappears when this uniąue 
and unrepeatable Pentecostal Church ceases to exist, symbolized by the 
disappearance of The Twclve as an institution after Peter leaves Jerusalcm (pp. 14, 
32-34). Going by the principle that, for all its limits, the method of biblical criticism 
is the best available today (pp. 35-36; sec also V. Kesich, The Gospel Image of 
Christ. Crestwood, N. York (2) 1992, p. 195), Kesich takes us an important step 
foreward in tackling the problem excgetically, when one thinks of the monopoly of 
one-sided symbolic interprclation often prevalent in Orthodox hermeneulies until 
now. He adopts F. C. Moule’s distinction betwecn development, which is growth 
intemal to a specimen of a species, and evolution, whcrc alien forccs, by selection 
and mutation, bring about a new species. Kesich considcrs the leap from Peter’s 
preeminence in the New Testament to his primacy to be a maLter of evolulion 
prodded on by non-biblical factors (pp. 60-61). This argument is valid with regards 
to certain forms in which primacy was hislorically exercised, but in order that the 
argument be conclusive with regards to primacy as such one would have to establish 
that the analogy to other doctrines really obtains — whether, for example, the leap 
betwecn the foundations of other dogmas in the New Testament and in the conciliar 
definitions is not eąually great and is not guidcd in like fashion by non-biblical 
factors (sec the role of a non-biblical term such as homoousion, condemned as 
hcretical as late as the synod of Antioch of 268, in the shaping of dogma). 

The comerstone of the publication is Afanas’ev’s article, published six ycars 
before the latter’s death and marking the culmination of a whole lifetime of 
reflection on the canonical and theological relcvancc of primacy. His essay is well- 
known and its title has almost become the sign of hope for a new Orthodox 
ecclesiology: “The Church which presides in love” (p. 91). Around il may be 
organized the contributions of his disciple Alexander Schmemann and of their 
disciple John Meyendorff. Perusing Meyendorff s article one can sec therc is a 
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whole palettc of reactions which, takcn as a wholc, afford several points for 
dialogue. For one thing, the reaction to the enhanccd Roman claims in thc Middle 
Ages was slow and evcn benevolent; besides the examples cited by Meyendorff, 
which include Barlaam (pp. 83-85), there was a whole series of attempts to eslablish 
dialogue on several topics connected with such names as St Ansclm (the synod of 
Bari), Anselm of Havelberg, Nicelas of Maroneia, Nicephorus Blemmides, John 
Bekkos etc. 

Building on Afanas’ev’s insights, Schmemann distinguished betwcen three kinds 
of primacy: regional, autocephalous and universal (Romc and Constantinople), 
whereby the most important is the autocephalous (p. 145). For Schmemann, there 
can be no supreme power, i.e., no power is higher than that of thc bishop’s, because 
that would mcan power over Christ himself (p. 154). Eucharistic ecclesiology does 
not pander to congregationalism, nor does it make of the local Church a self- 
sufficient monad, but merely establishes the ontological identity of all Churches 
with the Church of God (pp. 154-155). Naturally, where the doctrine that the Church 
is the Body of Christ has becn eclipsed, there easily develops the idea that the synod 
is the supreme authority: whereas, in point of fact, the synod only bears witness to 
the identity of all Churches as God’s Church in faith and love (p. 159). Romę errs 
not in defending a universal primacy, as Orthodox all too readily assume, but rather 
in identifying it with supreme power (p. 163), 

The importance and the limits of the book become manifest. Meyendorffs 
book, hailed as an ecumenical event when first published in Frcnch and then in 
English translation, has still lots to say, but the second English cdition does not 
present us with an updated version of modem developmenls. For one thing, it may 
give the impression that only Russian theology has opened up to a morę positive 
assessment of the primacy, when, in fact, one need only remember J. Zizioulas 
among the Greeks to realize that the same ecclesiology represented by Afanas’ev has 
been further perfected by Zizioulas, who in tum has influenced Greek professors 
such as P. Vassiliadis. Not only that, but even some of the morę astounding 
ecclesiologies among the Russians themsclves are direelly pertinent to a discussion 
of the primacy. Thus, Florovsky’s criticism of V. Lossky’s pneumatology, who in 
tum had rejected Catholic ecclesiology as Christomonistic, is an important element 
of the picture. Again, if ecclesiology pre-conditions our theological statements by 
putting them into their life-context, what kind of pre-conditioning is the primacy? 
Whal is thc role of Christ’s glorified humanity in hcaven and how does this affect 
our theological statements now? We speak of the primacy of grace, the primacy of 
love {agape), and so forth. There is lacking, in this collection of articles, an essay of 
the speculative vigour of a S. Bulgakov. 

The work as a whole is weak where Orthodoxy is usually strong, because it does 
not integrate the positive attempts at a critical hermeneutics with all the data of 
tradition present in the Early Church, and strong, where Orthodoxy is usually weak, 
because it abandons many of the long-standing prejudices against Catholicism and 
makes a sustained effort at an objective discussion of the case at issue. 


E. G. Farrugia, SJ. 



Recensiones 


555 


Epigraphica 

Sophia Kalopissi-Verti, Dedicatory Inscriptions and Donor Portraits in the 
Thirteenth-Ceniury Churches of Greece, Osterreichischc Akad. der Wiss., 
philos.-hist. Klasse, Denkschriften, 226. B., Veroffentlichungen der Kommission 
fiir die TIB, B. 5, Verlag der Óst. Akad. der Wissenschaften, Wicn 1992, pp. 118 
with 99 photographs. 

Questo meticoloso e prezioso lavoro di S. Kalopissi-Verti intende recuperare in 
forma organica una miriade di informazioni offerte da numerose iscrizioni dedi- 
catorie sparse nelle chiese della Grecia continentale ed insulare. Tale e infatti nella 
Grecia del XIII secolo, 1’orizzonte storico entro il quale si situano tutte Ic iscrizioni, 
data la prolificazione di chiese, per la gran parte di modeste dimensioni, e di piccole 
cappelle che portano, quasi d’obbligo, iscrizioni o ritratti di donatori recanti ottime 
informazioni prosopografiche, storiche, sociali ed in qualche caso anche econo- 
miche. Questo materiale b stato in passato pubblicato (fatta eccezione per alcuni 
sporadici casi, tratlati daH’aulrice in Appendice, p. 103 e ss.) da vari autori interes- 
sati ciascuno peró a singoli monumenti; riunito eon buona maestria metodologica, 
qucsto corpus fomisce ora dati molto utili su territori come PEpiro, la Macedonia, la 
Tessalia, 1’Acamina, PEtolia, PAttica, il sud di Mani nel Peloponneso, su isole tra le 
ąuali spiccano Creta e Naxos. L’autrice ha il merilo indiscutibile di collazionare 
questo sparso materiale — quasi tutti i monumenti sono stati da lei visitati e le iscri¬ 
zioni controllate personalmente, anche se gik pubblicatc — e di presentare una 
sistematica lettura di quesLi territori tesi alla conservazione di una ereditk culturale 
bizantina ąuando in alcunc vi si erano stabiliti i Latini. La catalogazione si attua in 
due momenti: a) iscrizione sic et simpliciter (cat. A)\ b) testo figurativo ed epigrafico 
(cat. B). La gran parte del materiale epigrafico e figurativo b datato, e questo aiuta 
non poco a completare un mosaico prosopografico soprattutto quando i donatori 
appartengono ad uno stesso territorio. La qualita della dccorazione e la fabbrica 
della chiesa sono degli ottimi indicatori per il tipo di intervento avulosi sulPediftcio. 
Dicevo che le chiese sono per lo piil di modeste dimensioni, c molto spesso Pcvento 
che si menziona nelPiscrizione b la ristrutturazione muraria o decorativa (vi sono 
casi di differenti livelli di affresco); altre volte si costruisce e si dccora cx novo, 
comc nel caso di alcune piccole cappelle (cf A 21, la chiesetta di S. Michele a 
Polcmitas, eon una lunga iscrizione indicante i donatori e quanto di terreno ed alberi 
essi hanno dato). In quesf ultimo caso, come in altri (cf A 20b, A 24b, singolare 
offerta in denaro di A 19) la ricostruzione che proviene dalPanalisi di Kalopissi- 
Vcrti b veramcnte vivida ed affascinante per quanto ricsce a ricrearc della vita del 
villaggio e dei suoi abitanti. Esauriente la bibliografia data nel corpus, ed ottimo lo 
studio prosopografio attuato sui vari personaggi citati. Questi vanno dalie sferę piu 
allc degli uffici pubblici provinciali (una sola volta sembra essere rappresentato 
Michele VIII Paleologo: B 2a) a gente ordinaria e semplice (che nella sua poverta 
donava da un quarto ad un nomisma), da patriarchi a semplici monaci. Altente sono 
stale le ricostruzioni ipotetiche delle iscrizioni mutile, ed opportuno il presentare, 
quando si dava il caso, le legature ed abbreviazioni; il commento reso ncccssario 
dalia peculiaritk del testo epigrafico, resta sempre pertinente e corretto (nel caso di A 
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17, 1. 6-8, molto semplicemente lenderei a leggcrc una citazione lctterale e para- 
lrasata di Ml 6, lOa e 12b, piuttosto che invocarc come causa un pericolo pubblico). 

V. Ruggicri, S.J. 


Historica 

J. Ries - G. Santarelli - M. Maragno - P. Giuriati - Ś. Śenćik - L. Grygiel - M. 

Deiahoutre- S. Grygiel, 11 Pellegrinaggio nella formazione cieli'Europa. Aspetti 

culturali e religiosi. Prefazione dcl card. P. Poupard. A cura di M. Maragno (= 

Centro Studi Antoniani, 13), Padova, Promcuropa - Bologna 1990, pp. 236. 

Sono otto saggi, prcceduti da due prefazioni, la prima di P. G. Bettanio, dircttore 
di Promcuropa e la scconda del cardinalc Poupard, Prcsidente dcl Pont. Consiglio 
della Cultura. 

I saggi sono differenti per mole e impostazione, ma sono accomunati dalio stesso 
oggetto, il pellegrinaggio religioso. II primo saggio di J. Ries, II pellegrinaggio nella 
vita delEHomo religiosus, t generale, senza spccificazione di rcligione e di luogo. 
Anchc 1’ultimo saggio e generale, Sl. Grygiel, // pellegrinare. Riflessioni sulla 
dignita, giustizia e cultura (pp. 211-227). “La cultura — dice — si crea nel tempo 
sacro. Nel tempo chiuso la soggclLiviia delPuomo deve necessariamente caderc in 
preda alla disperazione. Solo davanti aąuelli che pellcgrinano c’b il futuro ... la loro 
speranza” (p. 227). 

Tutti gli altri saggi invece trattano di pellegrinaggi cristiani relativi a localitk 
europee: Loreto, Padova, Levoca, Częstochowa, Compostella. 

II pellegrinaggio di Loreto occupa il maggior numero di pagine. Ne tratta, per il 
passato, G. Santarelli, II pellegrinaggio lauretano (pp. 39-120) e per il presente M. 
Maragno, La rinascita del pellegrinaggio a Loreto (pp. 121-145). Dcl 
pellegrinaggio a S. Antonio in Padova, P. Giuriati, II pellegrinaggio antoniano (pp. 
147-171) ricostruisce, in base a ricca documcntazione stalistica, attualitk e 
mutamenli. PiO breve ć il saggio dcdicato alla Monlagna Mariana slovacca di 
Levoća, dove i pellegrinaggi erano “le uniche manifestazioni libere permesse ai 
cittadini sotto il regime comunista” (p. 174). Per Ludmiła Grygiel, II pellegrinaggio 
a Częstochowa ha svolto un “importante ruolo nella formazione dell’rdentita 
nazionale e culturale dei Polacchi” (p. 177). 

M. Deiahoutre, II pellegrinaggio a San Giacomo di Compostella (pp. 193-210) 
afferma che le migliaia di pcllcgrini diretti a Santiago venivano in contatto eon 
Plslam. In questo senso, quel pellegrinaggio ha amcchito 1’Europa, “Nel campo 
delle scienzc, delle arti e delle tecniche gli Arabi ci hanno trasmesso, lungo la via di 
San Giacomo, la loro numerazione, un modo di ragionare ispirato ad Aristotelc, c 
innovazioni tecniche” (p. 208). L’augurio finale di quel saggio si addicc a tutto il 
libro: “Possano esscrci anche oggi uomini capaci di comprendere le proprie radici e 
capaci in futuro di fomire modelli di integrazione, di u mani ta e di santitk” (p. 209). 


V. Poggi, S.J. 
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Francis X. Martin, O.S.A., Friar, Reformer and Renaissance Scholar, Life and 

Work of Giles of Viterbo (1469-1532), wilh a Foreword by John W. 0’Malley, 

S.J. edited by John E. Rotelle, O.S.A. (= The Augustinian Series, vol. 18) 

Augustinian Press 1992, pp. 424. 

“Un des plus illustres savants et cardinaux de 1’ordre de Saint-Augustin”. (Test 
ainsi que le Dictionnaire de Theologie Catholique [6 (1915) 1366-71] ąualifie 
Gilles de Viterbe, une des figures trop pcu ou mai connues de la Renaissance, k la 
fois humanistę, homme de haute vertu et rćformateur. 

Le P. Francis X. Martin, O.C.A., professeur depuis 1962, d’Histoire medićvalc k 
PUniversity College de Dublin, reprenant 1’essentiel de sa thćse (inćdhe) soutenue 
en 1959 a l’Universitó de Cambridge, s’attache dans cet ouvrage d faire connailre la 
physionomie humaine et spirituelle de Gilles dans son contexte socio-politique et 
religieux. On nc sait ąuasimcnt rien de la vie de Gilles avant son entrec en 1488 au 
monastćrc des Ermites de Saint-Augustin de Viterbe. L’A. met en relief son goflt 
trćs vif pour 1’etude et la vie solitaire. Outre le grec, il connaissait plusieurs langucs 
orientales dont 1’arabe, 1’hebreu et le syriaąue et il ćtudia aussi la littćrature 
rabbinique au point que certains savants juifs le considćrenl comme une ligure 
prophetique dans 1'histoire des relations judćo-chrćtiennes (p. 175). C’est donc 
malgre lui qu’en 1506 il dul accepter, sur injonction de Jules II la charge de vicaire 
generał de son Ordre. L’annće suivante il ćtait ćlu Prieur generał. Predicateur de 
talent, il eut k prononcer en 1512, le discours d’ouverture du 5eme Concile de 
Latran. En tant que Prieur gćneral, il travailla aclivement a la reformę de son Ordre 
et des le debut s’opposa rcsolument k Luther. Ces deux aspects de son activitć sont 
heureusement illustres par le choix de Sermons et de Lettres mis par l’A. 
respectivemenl k 1’Appcndice II (pp. 203-336) et III (pp. 337-388) en traduction 
anglaise. 

En 1517, il est crćć Cardinal par Lćon X qui l’envoie aupres de Charles Quinl 
pour 1’engager k organiser une croisade contrę les Turcs. II avait du auparavant se 
decharger du gouvemement de son Ordre. 

Les demićres annees de sa vie furent attristees par le sac de Romę en 1527 au 
cours duquel il perdit sa riche bibliothćque et le peu de succćs dans les efforts 
dćployćs pour la reformę de son Ordre. 

Au chapitre 6, l’A. retrace les tentatives des biographes de Gilles et des 
historiens pour faire le portrait de cel humanistę, ami d’autres humanistes dont 
certains de moeurs et d’orthodoxie plus que douteuses et en menie temps, zelś 
rćformateur. Ce sont, selon lui, deux aspects qui ne doivent pas etre separćs: ‘There 
was no separation of «pagan» and «Christian» elements in his thought. His ideals 
found practical exprcssion in reform ... reform of discipline which he formulated 
when prior generał of the Augustinians, reform in theology which was to be 
presented in Platonie terms, and reform in biblical studies so that the living word of 
God mightbe heard in all its keenness (p. 144)”. 

Ce livre traite bien d’autres aspects de la riche personnalitć et de faction de 
Gilles qu’on ne peut evoquer ici. En tous cas, c’est un livre plein d’intćret pour une 
meilleure connaissancc de cctte ćpoque des debuLs de la Rćforme. Signalons cnfin a 
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la pagc 188, la listę des oeuvres de Gilles qui comprend 36 titres d’ouvrages dont la 
plupart sont encore inedits. 


R. Lavenant, S.J. 


Sandra Origone, Bisanzio e Genom. Univcrsilil di Genova - Istiluto di Medievistica, 

ECIG -Edizioni Cukurali Imemazionali Genova, Genova 1992, pp. 364. 

Seguendo un ordinc cronologico e temalico al tempo stesso, l’Autrice 
contribuisce allo sforzo di ricostruire storicamente i rapporti tra la Superba e 
1’Impero bizantino. Tali rapporti, attestati, fra 1’altro, da ben 83 documenti ufficiali 
stilati tra il 1155 e il 1452 (cfr. il regesto posto in appendice, pp. 274-288) furono 
notoriamente intensi e, in certi periodi, non meno storicamente importanti di quelli 
analoghi della Serenissima, descritti ultimamenle da Donald M. Nicol nel suo 
volume Venezia e Bisanzio (trąd. i tal. di L. Perria, Rusconi, Milano, 1990; cfr. OCP 
1991,445-446). 

La materia & esposta in 15 capitoli raggruppali in tre sezioni: le relazioni 
bizantino-genovcsi dalie origini al 1204, anno dello smembramento dellTmpero 
bizantino ad opera della ąuarta crociata, che segnó il trionfo di Venezia e 1’esclu- 
sione di Genova, sua maggiore concorrente (capp. I-VI, pp. 13-109); le relazioni 
bizantino-genovesi dal 1261 al 1453, vale a dire dal Trattato di Ninfeo concluso eon 
Michele VIII Paleologo alla caduta di Costantinopoli in mano a Mehmed II, che 
segnó la fine dello Stato bizantino (capp. VII-XIII, pp. 113-248); il bilancio storico e 
storiografico di ąuesti ultimi due secoli, nei ąuali Genova, grazie ai privilegi ottenuti 
nel suddetto Trattato e al susseguenle possesso di cina come Pera/Galata e di isole 
come Chio, 6 saldamente installata nel tessuto geografico, economico c militare del 
tardo Impero bizantino (capp. XIV-XV, pp. 249-271). 

Nel delinearc tale esposizione 1’Autrice ha cura, fra 1’altro, di abbozzare “lo 
sfondo intemazionale” enlro cui si collocano le iniziative politiche di Gcnova vcrso 
1’Impero bizantino. Tali inziative presenlano caratteristiche inconfondibili. Primo: 
Fin dagli albori della sua indipendenza, Genova divide le sue energie di Repubblica 
marinara tra Oriente e Occidentc, mentre Venezia — almeno Fino alla prima metk 
del secolo XV — le concentra in gran parte suH’Oriente. Secondo: Genova non 
cerca normalmente possedimenti coloniali, ma “fondachi”, piaz.ze commerciali, dove 
i suoi cittadini possano vivere secondo le leggi della Madre-patria c darsi ai traffici, 
pur nel rispetto delle leggi del Paese ospitc. Terzo, nonostante gli interventi 
protettivi del govcmo del Comune di Genova, tantc inizialive partono da singoli 
individui, da singole famiglie o da gruppi di cittadini, che talora laranno fortuna in 
modo eccezionale (Doria, Gattilusio, Giustiniani, Grimaldi, Guercio, Negro, 
Zaccaria, ccc.). Si tratta di caratteristiche, gia rilevate da vari studiosi, fra i ąuali ci 
basti ricordare il prof. Michel Balard (La Romanie genoise [XIIe-debui du XVe 
siścle], voll. 2, Genova 1978). 

Superfluo aggiungere che nel predetto “sfondo intemazionale” e alla luce di tali 
caratteristiche si rende piu intelligibile la politica piuttosto pragmatica di Genova 
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verso il Papato e 1’Impero d’Occidente, verso Pisa e Vene7.ia, verso i Normanni, gli 
Svevi e gli Angioini del Regno di Sicilia, verso i Turchi in ascesa e via diccndo. Ed 
c ugualmente superfluo dire che le sue relazioni eon Bisanzio ne sono essen- 
zialmente condizionate in tulti i piani, compreso ąuello, ad esempio, dei voltafaccia 
diplomatici e delle azioni piratesche. 

L’esposizione della Origone non b cosi lineare e di facile lettura, come sembre- 
rebbe a prima vista. II lettore non riesce a vincere una certa impressione di fram- 
mentarietk narraliva. Ma il volume ha il pregio innegabile di voler illuminare 
1’ampia c complessa materia storica in tutti i suoi aspetti, da quello istituzionale c 
sociale a ąuello culturale e religioso, dimostrando una ferma sensibiM storiografica 
moderna. Questa volontit 6 sostenuta da una informazione storica di prima mano: per 
ąuanto ci consta, non c'b fonte pertinente greca, latina, paleo-francese, paleo- 
italiana, ecc. che venga traseurata; non c’fe studioso moderno della materia che non 
sia citato o discusso. Ció appare dalie numerose notę e dalia vasta bibliografia 
specifica (pp. 289-342); la ąuale, unita eon 1’Indice dei nomi (pp, 343-355) e 
1’Indice dei luoghi (pp. 357-362), conferisce al volume anche il valore di un’utile 
opera di consultazione. 


C. Capizzi, S.J. 


Mario Scaduto S.I., L’opera di Francesco Borgia. 1565-1572, (= Storia della 
Compagnia di Gesit in Italia, volume ąuinto), Edizioni “La Civiltit Cattolica” 
Roma 1992, pp. 36*+466+3 carte. 

La Storia della Compagnia di Gesii in Italia , iniziata dal P, Piętro Tacchi 
Venturi S.J. eon 4 tomi, che abbracciano il periodo del fondatore Ignazio di Loyola, 
continuata eon i due tomi di Mario Scaduto S.J. sulPepoca del secondo generale P. 
Diego Laynez, si accresce ora di un altro grosso volume dcllo stesso P. Scaduto, 
sulPepoca del terzo generale dei Gesuiti, S. Francesco Borgia. II fatto che 1’antico 
cortigiano al seguito delPimperatrice Isabella, poi vicere di Catalogna e Grandę di 
Spagna, Duca di Gandfa, rimasto vedovo si faccia gesuita, prima segretamente e poi 
in maniera manifesta, costituisce per la nuova famiglia religiosa un prowidenziale 
prezioso acąuisto. Infatti, dopo esser siato il Borgia commissario delle province 
ibcriche, ąuindi delle province italiane c assistente del generale, il Lafncz morenie lo 
fa suo vicario e la congregazione convocata per dare al Lalnez un successore elegge 
il Borgia terzo generale dei gesuiti. E ąuesf uomo che, eon 1’aiuto di Ignazio supera 
una crisi personale ąuando chiede, ispirandosi ai consigli dcl francescano Juan de 
Tejeda, il permesso di isolarsi sette anni in preghiera, sentendosi rispondere essere 
ció contrario allo spirito di una Compagnia di contemplativi nelfazionc, deve 
affrontare da generale il problema del tempo da assegnare alla ąuotidiana preghiera 
mentale. In proposito lo Scaduto rettifica ąuanto O. Carrer aveva scritto basandosi 
su informazione incomplela. 

Ma, dovendo in ąuesta sede limitare la nostra prospettiva, citiamo piuitosto gli 
aspetti delPepoca gesuita borgiana che interessano 1’orientalismo. Uno dei primi b 
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senz’altro il fatto che nel secondo anno di generalato del Borgia, ciofe nel 1566, il 
Collegio Romano abbia per primo a Roma una stamperia eon caratteri arabi mobili, 
sia pure per accontentarc 1'espresso desiderio del papa Pio IV (p. 225 n. 17). E 
invece del Borgia e delPambasciatore del Portogallo Alvaro de Castro il piano sug- 
gerito al papa Pio V 1’8 maggio 1568 di una eongregazione di cardinali ad negotia 
comersionis infidelium. Solo le circostanze ritarderanno lo sbocco di quel progetto 
nella Congregatio de Propaganda Fide, attiva dal 1622. Durantc il generalato dcl 
Borgia la Compagnia partecipa attivamente alla crociata contro il Turco, fomendo 
cappellani alle truppe di terra e di marę. Gia nel 1565, al tempo delPelezione del 
Borgia a generale, la Cristianita b in apprensione per 1’asscdio turco a Malta. 
Durante la stessa eongregazione ąuattro padri lasciano 1’assemblea per imbarcarsi e 
il Borgia ne manda altri due eon due fratelli coadiutori. Alla notizia della liberazione 
di Malta, Borgia predica per ringraziame Dio, nella chiesa romana di S. Giacomo 
degli Spagnoli (pp. 229, 375-376). Altri ąuattro gesuiti, guidati dal provinciale di 
Roma Cristóbal Rodriguez, si imbarcano nel 1569 sulla flotta destinata a reprimere 
la rivolta moresca di Granada (pp. 377-378). Due gesuiti partono nel 1570 per Cipro 
e la Serenissima ne chiede altri in assistenza alle truppe che si battono nella 
disperata guerra di Candia (pp. 378-381). PiO fortunata e invecc la batlaglia di 
Lepanto cui partecipano, per assistere spiritualmenle soldali e marinai, 6 gesuiti, tre 
padri e tre fratelli, sotto la guida del gik nominato P. Cristóbal Rodriguez, imbarcato 
a bordo delPammiraglia di Don Giovanni d’Austria. Proprio i gesuiti propongono 
alle autoritk che i banditi infestanti la Sicilia godano di amnistia, ąualora accettino di 
imbarcarsi contro il Turco (pp. 381-385). A parte ąuesti aspetti oricntalistici del 
govemo dcl Borgia, altri ve ne sono che interessano tutta la Compagnia e ąuindi di 
riflesso anche l’attivita gesuitica in Oriente: la Icgislazione interna che 1’istituto 
gcsuitico si da sotto di lui; le casc di noviziato di cui fe esempio emblematico S. 
Andrca al Quirinale; lo sviluppo dei collegi e della ratio studiorum che vi b 
applicata; la scoperta e la valorizzazione di soggetti eccezionali come il Possevino, 
piu tardi inviato a Ivan IV il Terribile, ma gik solto il Borgia rivelatosi intelligente 
stratega di apostolato in Piemonte e in Francia; la pratica del ministero della 
penitenza e 1’affidamento della Penitenzieria Apostolica ai Gesuiti; le missioni 
popolari e, non ultimę le speciali “missioni” del papa a conseguenza di una delle 
quali il santo generale termina la sua esistenza lerrena appena rientraLo a Roma. 

Ammirevole senz’altro ąuesta tardiva falica delPultraottantenne gesuita 
siciliano. Pure non raggiungendo la perfczionc del capolavoro storico realizzato 
nelPopera precedente della stessa collana, M. Scaduto, L'Epoca di Giacomo Lainez, 
si tratla comunąue anche ąuesta volta di opera seria, onesta c ben scritta. 


V. Poggi, S.J. 
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AA££r|S- I'. K. Zn(3(3t8r|s-, BuCairiiJOToufmKa jieker^iara. Amruncjcn] ópdpup 

1981-1990. Ek86ct€IS- Hpó8oTOS\ A0f|va 1991, pp. 378. 

Quest’opera i una collezionc. di saggi scritti daH’autore durantc il dcccnnio 
1981-1990 c pubblicati in vari periodici cd annuari scientifici; copre cronologica- 
mente 1’arco di tempo storico che va dal XI al XVI sec. L’asse contcnutistico 
dell’opera ruota attomo ai rapporti di Bisanzio eon: a) Le popolazioni turcofone dei 
Balcani nel XI-XIII sec. (s.n. 8, 11), b) I Turchi Selgiuchidi della Mesopotamia e 
dell’Asia Minore nel XI-XII sec. (s.n. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 13, 18), c) I Turcomanni 
dell’Asia Minore ed i Turcopuli cristianizzati nel XI-XIV sec. (s.n. 3, 12, 15, 16, 
17), e d) I Turchi Ottomani nel XII-XV sec. (s.n. 2, 3, 10, 11, 17). L’articolo n. 16 si 
riferisce, invece, al periodo post-bizantino trattando il XVI sec. che rappresenta il 
periodo di massimo splendore dell’impero Ottomano. 

II primo saggio si intitola: “Lo storiografo arabo Ibn-al-Athir (1160-1233) e la 
sua cronaca universale come fonte per la storia delle crociate c dci rapporti tra 
Bisanzio ed i Selgiuchidi” (pp. 19-31, in greco). L’autore considera lo storiografo 
iracheuo come la fonte storica piu autorevole del XIII sec., e dopo una breve presen- 
ta/.ionc della sua vila si occupa piu dettagliatamente delle suc due grandi opere: la 
“Storia universale completa” e la “Storia dcgli Atabeg di Mossul”. 

II secondo saggio, “L’opera del cronografo turco Asik Pasha Zade (1400-1486) 
come fonte per la storia del periodo tardo bizantino c proto ottomano” (pp, 33-47, in 
greco), si occupa del piu antico e probabilmente piu importante cronografo turco dcl 
periodo che va dal 1421 al 1566. 

II terzo saggio si intitola: “11 fronle orientale di Bisanzio nella prima parte del 
xm sec.: Gli imperi di Nicea c Trebisonda di fronte alle minacce Selgiuchida e 
Mongoła” (pp. 49-70, in inglcse). Sabbidćs, individua nei due stati bizantini in 
“esilio” ąuello di Nicea nella Bitynia e quello di Trebisonda nel Ponto, 1’unico 
ostacoJo serio alla politica espansionistica dei Selgiuchi. 

U ąuarto ed il quinto saggio, “L’emiro Selgiuchida di Smyrnę Tzacas e lc sue 
incursioni nelle coste delPAsia Minore, nelle isolc dclPEgeo meridionale c nella 
Costantinopoli (1081-1106)” (pp. 71-86 e 87-102, in greco), costituiscono lc due 
parti dello stesso studio. La prima parte (s.n. IV) ricostruisce le vicende deH’emiro 
dal 1081 fino al 1090. Nella seconda parte (s.n. V), si descrive il tentativo 
delTemiro di diventare signore di Costantinopoli. 

II sesto saggio si intitola: “I grandi Comneni del Ponto ed i Selgiuchidi di Rum 
(Ikonion) nel periodo 1205/6-1222. U racconto di Ibn Bibi sull’occupazione di 
Sinope (1214)”, (pp. 103-127, in greco). L’autorc esamina i rapporti dello stato 
bizantino del Ponto eon i Selgiuchidi nei primi anni del XIII sec., basandosi sullc 
fonii delPepoca: Ibn Bibi, Ibn al-Athir, Abulfeda, Bar Hebraeus, Michele Panaretos. 

II settimo saggio, “II sultano Selgiuchida Alp Arslan e Bisanzio” (pp. 129-136, 
in greco), 6 dedicato al grandę sultano dell’XI set^ E grazic a lui che lo stato 
selgiuchida ha potuto affermarsi di prepotenza e crescerc fino ad otlenere una indi- 
scussa supremazia dal XI al XIII sec. 

L’ottavo saggio, “L’ultima incursione Peccnega contro Bisanzio (1122-23)” (pp. 
137-151, in greco), prende in esame i Peceneghi, popolazione turcofona chc arrivo 
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alle province balcaniche di Bisanzio alla mctk dell’XI sec. dopo aver attraversato le 
steppe russe. 

II nono saggio, “I Cumani e Bisanzio. XI-XIII sec.” (pp. 153-170, in greco), 
esamina i rapporti di Bisanzio eon i Cumani, popolo lurcofono dello stesso ccppo 
dei Pcceneghi. 

II decimo saggio, “Una nota sui termini Rum ed Anatolia nel periodo 
Selgiuchida c proto-Ottomano” (pp. 171-179, in inglese), esamina i vari significati 
dei termini Rdm ed Anatolia/Anatolou, cosi comc appaiono nelle fonti musulmane 
dcl 1’XI sec. 

L’undicesimo saggio, “Asik-Pasha-Zade sulla conąuista di Trebisonda dai 
Turchi Ottomani nel 1461 d.C” (pp. 181-189, in inglese), prende in esamc l’eccel- 
lente opera di ąuesto cronogralo lurco del XV sec. sulla conąuista di Trebisonda da 
parte del sultano Maometto II. 

II dodicesimo saggio si intitola: “Rodi dalia fine del dominio dei Gabala fino alla 
conąuista degli Ospedalieri, 1250.1309 d.C.” (pp. 191-224, in inglese). Questo 
studio offre un’esposizione dettagliata della storia di Rodi in connessione eon la 
storia del Dodecanneso. 

II tredicesimo saggio si intitola: “I Kleinchronikcn sulle relazioni bizantine eon i 
Selgiuchidi e le relazioni dei regni Franchi orientali eon Saladino ed i Mamelucchi 
(A.D. 1067-1291)” (pp. 225-235, in inglese). L’autore prende in esame, in ąuesto 
studio, le anonime “Brevi cronache” bizantine offrendo interessanti riferimenti a 
fonti parallele Bizantine, Sire, Latine e Musulmane. 

II ąuattordicesimo saggio si intitola: “Un’importante recente contributo alla navi- 
gazione del XVI sec.: La traduzione in greco di Piri Reis’Bahriye” (pp. 237-244, in 
inglese). L’autore presenta in ąuesto sLudio la traduzione greca delTopera di Piri 
Reis. 

II ąuindicesimo saggio, “Attaleia XI- inizio XIV sec. II passaggio dal potere 
cristiano a ąuello musulmano” (pp. 245-286, in greco), offre una visione completa 
della storia della citta di Attaleia nel periodo summenzionato, basata sia su fonti 
bizantine che musulmane. 

II sedicesimo saggio si intitola: “Mercenari turcofoni cristianizzati negli eserciti 
bizantini e latini deH’oriente” (pp. 287-296, in greco). L’autoie prende in esami 
ąuesti soldati che hanno servito le truppe bizantine e latine tra I’XI ed il XIV sec. 

II diciassettesimo saggio, “Morea ed Islam, VIII-XV sec. Un ąuadro generale” 
(pp. 297-321, in inglese), b un contributo alla storia di Morea (oggi Peloponneso) 
nel periodo che va dalia seconda meta deH’VIII sec. fino alfannessione della 
penisola alTimpcro OUomano nel 1458/60. 

L’ultimo saggio di ąuesl’opera b una recensione critica delTautore, dell’opera di 
Peter M. Holi, The Age of Crusades. The Near East from the Eleventh Century to 
1517, London — New York 1986 / Longman: A History of the Near East), (pp. 327- 
338, in greco). 

L’opera, essenziale ed incisiva nonostante la varietk degli argomenti toccati, non 
perde affatto il suo carattere unitario. Particolare interesse presenta la bibliografia 
abbastanza esauriente che, insieme alle citazioni delle fonti usate dalfautore, 
accompagna ogni saggio. 


K. Douramani 
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Iconica 

Theonie Baseu-Barabas, Zwischen Wort und Bild: Nikolaos Mesariies und seine 

Beschreibung des Mosaikschmucks der Apostelkirche in Konstantinopel (Ende 

12. Jh.), (Diss. der Univ. Wien 230), VWGÓ, Wien 1992, pp. XV+254+22 

Bilder. 

Questo libro & la tesi dottorale di Th. Baseu-Barabas, scritta sotto la dircziotic di 
H. Hunger alI’Universitk di Vienna: un lavoro ben fatto, discreto e prudente nelle 
sue affermazioni conclusive, nuovo per quanto conceme la personalitk di Mesarites 
letto come guida-retore-predicatore. II libro fe frutto di una ricerca compiula 
nell’atmosfera culturale dellTstituto di Bizantinistica e Greco Moderno deH’Univer- 
sitó, e questo dato rende piu comprensibile il titolo (“Fra Parola e Immagine” — per 
inciso, il lettore pub vedere la conferenza inaugurale di G. Cavallo ‘TesLo e Imma¬ 
gine” nella Settimana di Spoleto 1993) che evidenzia non soltanto il caraUere 
artistico-descrittivo dęli’opera di Mesarites, ma anchc la finał i tk stilistica e filologica 
del testo stesso. Per marcare quesli aspetti relativi al testo e all’Autore della 
ekphrasis (1’opera “La Descrizione della Chiesa degli Apostoli a Costantinopoli” si 
colloca fra il 1198 e 1203), Baseu-Barabas affronta lo scorrere delle scene mosaicale 
eon ritmi metodologici differenti dopo aver presentato la struttura intera delPopera. 
Sarebbe stato opportuno puntualizzare il quartiere della capitale nel XII secolo (eon 
tutta la consistenza degli annessi alla chiesa) considerando quanto si va a ben dire 
sulla datazione delle scene (p. 227 c ss.); ancora utile sarebbe stato il ricordare 
Choricius che, a Gaza, descrive camminando dall’estemo verso 1’interno, ed 
all’interno, in ambo le chiese, muovendosi lungo la navata centrale. Pur 
sostenendosi sui precedenti studi di A. Heisenberg e G. Downey relativi alla chiesa 
dei SS. Apostoli — si ricordi che anche Costantino Rodio (X sec.) aveva prodotto 
una descrizione del ciclo musivo della chiesa — e punluali arrivano da parte 
delrAutrice i riferimenti critici a Costantino quando servono a chiarire o 
particolareggiare il dato offerto da Mesarites — Baseu-Barabas sosta piu a lungo 
sulFottica filologico-interpretativa ed artistico-parenetica del “testo figurativo” di 
Mesarites (intelligente 1’analisi sulla variazione semantica di logos , pp. 127-142; 
importante l’uso stilistico del motivo d e\\'acqua (simbolismo ricorrente nella cultura 
teologica) col quale Mesarites gioca per ravvivare la sua descrizione. Data la 
questione non del tutto risolta sulla datazione dei vari brani musivi evocati da 
Mesarites, credo che sarebbe stato opportuno altingere non solo ad allri esempi 
musivi, ma anche ai cieli completi di affreschi (alcuni ben anteriori alle datę delle 
scene musive) per localizzare alcune scene difficilmente situabili sulla base del solo 
testo scritlo: quanto, tuttavia, l’Autrice propone a pp. 232-3 (situare i mosaici sui 
muri della planimetria dela chiesa) & certamente un buon risultato. Indici ed 
illustrazioni seguono a chiusura del volume. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 
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HLÓttoXti, ’A0r|ya 1991-1992, pp. 281 eon illustrazioni. 

II presente numero di Diptycha offre 12 articoli di vari interesse. N. Giolcs 
(“Delie notę sul programma iconografico della cupola a Constantinopoli nella 
seeonda metó del IX secolo, pp. 5-31) analizza le motivazioni teologiche (molto 
poco quelie ideologichc) che hanno portato a determinati programmi decorativi nelle 
cupole nella capitale. Per supplire un retroterra storico piii completo, mi sembra che 
convcnga partire dall’ottavo secolo per capire le motivazioni storiche che conduco- 
no poi a cambiamenli nella decorazione artistica delle chiese e della cupola (cf. 
Ruggieri, OCA 237, Roma 1991). P. Pagonari-Anloniou (“Gli Epigrammi bizantini 
dei codici Vatopediou 35, Marc. gr. 507 c Zagoras 115", pp. 33-57) offre 1’edizione 
critica dei 49 epigrammi ( Stichoi diaforoi eis tas eikonas ton heorton) eon un buon 
commentario su di essi; gli epigrammi sono stati editi anche da W. Hórandner in 
DOP 46 (1992). Ph. Demetrakopoulos (“Dal manoscritto al libro stampato: i casi di 
due lctlerati in terra greca”, pp. 59-85) evidenzia un clima intellettuale nella Grecia 
del XVI sec. analizzando 1’attitudine di Pacomio Roussanos e Arsenio “maestro”, 
due monaci eruiditi aventi diversi aiteggiamento verso i MSS. Seguono: T. C. 
Lounghis, “Un empire romainc devant la fćodalisation. Remarąues sur 1’emploi du 
terme eirini au XIe siecle”, pp. 87-95; A. G. S. Sawides, “On the Armenian- 
Georgian-Byzantine Family of Apocapes (Abukab) in the 1 Uh Century”, pp. 96-104; 
S. Lampakis, “Navi e non lęgni. Un contributo per comprendere un passo nel 
viaggio di Mazaris nelPAdc”, pp. 105-109; E. G. Tsionas, “Un’analisi matematica 
della temporale durata della permanenza sul trono di Bisanzio: analisi storico- 
metrica”, pp. 110-125; C. P. Kyrris, “Bicameralism in Medieval Cyprus 1192-1489”, 
pp. 126-148; I. D. Polemis, “Due canoni inediti in onore di S. Atanasio Atonita, 
scrilti da Giovanni Sgoures”, pp. 149-171; una lunga presentazione dei tardi cieli 
iconografici nella chiesa della Panagia Mesochóritissa segue ad opera di M. Aspra- 
Vardavaki (“Gli affreschi nella chiesa della Panagia Mesochóritissa a Melles, 
Creta”, pp. 172-250); Ch. G. Angelidi, “De Aelia Pulcheria Augusta eiusquc 
Fortuna”, pp. 251-269; V. N. Vlyssidou, “A proposito delPambasciata di Fozio agli 
‘Assiri’”, pp. 270-279. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 


iTaupou Zoup-nouXdKr|, D /codwiję ó rjpódpopoę tbę dyyehoę. Ol 
OeoAoyiKeę TrpoirrroOłaeiS' Tps - 4>TepwTf|s■ dTreiKÓyiafis' tou. 'EkSoctcls 1 
Aópoę, ’A&f)ya 1992, a. 75+4 eiKÓues 1 . 

In this theological invesLigalion the author first discusses the ariistie significance 
of John the Precursor’s winged appearance. At once he corrects the Greek poet’s Z. 
Lorenzatos’ expIanation that it rosę under Turkish denomination as an expression of 
the yeaming for freedom in the long struggle for Greek independence (p. II), a 
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belicf to which hc was probably misled by Ph. Kontoglou (pp. 14-15). In point of 
facl, however, thc First such winged rcprescntation can be traced back to thc cnd of 
the thirtcenth century at the limę of the influence of the “Paleologian renaissance”, 
the oldest known icon of this typc being found in the church of St Achilleios in 
Serbia L1296-1297] (pp. 12-13). But ii is Christ himself, in cffecl, who, by calling 
his precursor “angel-messetigcr” (Mt 11:10), was the First to rouse interest in the 
Lheme (pp. 20, 57-58). The author adduces grounds for an angelology based on the 
Precursor, namcly, that he borę a message and lived like an angel, so much so that 
monaslicism, also called an “angelic” way of life, has seen in him its prototype (pp. 
18-19). 

The author makes his point through an impressive array of palristic ąuotations 
and references, and bases his obscrvations also on liturgical hymnography (c.g., pp. 
41-42, 57), modem studies (e.g., p. 42: A. Kartsonis; p. 48: R. Roques) and so forth. 
But his angelogy remains rudimentary, partly because he lacks a comprehensive 
hermeneuties, both for scriptural as well as for theological statements. With regards 
to angels Orthodoxy has an invaluable message against a typically reduclionistic — 
and ultimately materialistic — mentality that wants to “do withouL” angels. A work 
nowhere referred to in this study but which develops the theme of the relevance of 
angels in Orthodoxy morę extensively is L. Heiser’s, Die Engel im Glauben der 
Orthodoxie. Paulinus-Verlag, Trier 1976. 

Zoumpoulake thus illustrates with considerable erudition the central role of 
angels in the Orthodox world-view, but does not take up the challenge of a modern 
angelology. Nonctheless his work may be read profilably because, among other good 
points, one may discover in it an unsuspected ally in the search for a new 
interpretation of thc religious life (monasticism), an up-to-date angelology. 

E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 


Islamica 

Paolo Branca, Voci dell’Islam moderno. II pensicro arabo-musulmano fra 
rinnovamento e tradizione. Prefazione di Maurice Borrmans (= Biblioteca araba 
c islamica, 8), Casa Edi tricc Marielti, Genova 1991, pp. XIII+314. 

II progetto b sufFicientemcnte ambizioso per richiamare la nostra attenzione e 
voler controllare se la sfida promessa dal titolo e mantenuta eon coerenza fino in 
fondo. Non si tratta di un ąuadro complessivo di tutto lTslam moderno. Si tratta di 
“voci” c il sottotilolo annuncia onestamente la limitazione al mondo arabo- 
musulmano, chc non si identiFica eon tutto Flslam. Mancano infalti, per esempio, 
Plslam indiano, presente soltanto eon Muhammad Iqbal (pp. 158-160), lTslam 
indonesiano, Flslam turco, Flslam malese e Flslam ancora piu dirimpettaio a noi, 
come d’Albania o di Bośnia. 

Con tutto ció il mostrare la varietk e la ricchezza del pensicro arabo musulmano 
moderno, rimanc lo stesso una coraggiosa impresa e la lettura del libro fa provare 
una sincera ammirazione per FA. Ci sembra infatti chc egli riesca a condurre per 
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mano il Lettore, non solo nel ceminaio di pagine della prima parte, dove dit un 
quadro generale delle varie correnti che agitano il pensiero arabo-musulmano, da 
quando Napoleonc Bonaparte sbarca in Egitto, lino alla rivoluzione di Khomeini. 

Ma soprailutto nella seconda parte, antologica, dove la scelta di tesli spesso 
tradotti daH’originale, coslituisce una rarith neH’cditoria italiana, opportuna lettura 
escmplare per iniziarsi appunto allo sviluppo di un pensiero che spazia da un al- 
Afgani a un Taha Husain, dai radicali Hasan al-Banna o Sayyed Qutb, al persona- 
lismo realista di un Muhammad Aziz Lahbabi, fino alle istanze di un Muhammad 
Arkoun, o alla moderazione serena di un Muhammad TalbT o di un ‘Abd al MagTd 
Śarfi. Questo libro ć un richiamo salutare, rivolto al non-musulmano, portato dalia 
ignoranza e dai preconcetti a considerare 1’Islam un monolito compatto senza 
striature e senza divergenze. L’islam c un fenomeno umano mondiale, aH’intemo del 
quale c’ć una ricca gamma di idee c di valori. Tocca a noi instaurare un dialogo eon 
quei musulmani il cui pensiero b meno lontano c piii aperto. E la migliore lezione di 
questo libro. 


V. Poggi, SJ. 


Bemd Radtke, Weltgeschichte und Weltbeschreibung im Miitelalterlichen Islam , (= 

Beiruter Texte und Studien, Bd 51), In Kommission bei Franz Steiner Verlag 

Stuttgart, Beirut 1992, pp. 544. 

Ibn Haldun b stało il primo a creare una storia islamica critica? Gli storici 
islamici suoi predecessori avevano una gnoseologia, una cosmologia, una visione 
della realtk? Quest’opera vuole risponderc a tali domande, percorrendo la 
produzione storica islamica, araba e persiana, lino al 1500. Dopo aver posto tale 
quesito nel primo capitolo di questo grosso voIume, l’A. esamina nel secondo 
capitolo storie universali islamiche in arabo (di Ya‘qubT, Tabari, Mas‘udT, MaqdisT, 
óawzT, Ibn al-Atir ccc. ftno ad Ibn Haldun) e in persiano (da Ta‘aIibT, a GardizT, a 
óuzganl, a RaSiduddin, a BanakatT, fino a QazwTnl) mettendole a paragone eon storie 
universali cristiane in latino (di Ippolito, Isidoro di Siviglia, Gregorio di Tours, Beda 
il Venerabile, Claudio di Torino, ecc. fino a Onorio di Autun) in greco (Chronicon 
pasehale, Teofanc il Confessore, Giorgio Monarca), in siriaco (Chronicon 
miscellaneum et Anonymum) e in arabo (Eutichio, Agapio di Mabbug e Bar Ebreo). 
II paragone rivela somiglianze nel modo di impostare la storia universale. L’A. fa 
risalire tali somiglianze alTarchetipo comune dello Hexaemeron o racconto 
veterotestamenlario delle creazione. Infatti, ITslam partecipa della tradizione 
creazionistica biblico-giudaica, come aveva rilevato Rosenthal. Nel terzo capitolo 
l’A. riscontra, nelle storie universali islamiche due tipi di prospetliva: una, salvifica, 
dalia cosmologia islamica; un’altra culturale, dovc il criterio della veritk si identifica 
eon la ragionevolezza, senza sfociare tuttavia nel posili vismo. II semplice riferire i 
fatti e cercame Ie cause non b tipico della storiografia islamica. II quarto capitolo b 
dedicato alTesame emblematico di un’opera storiografica islamica, Kanz al-durar, o 
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Tcsoro di pictre preziose, riassunto di storia universalc maggiore, Kanz al-tigan , 
tesoro delle corone, redalla nel sccolo XIV dalPegiziano Abu Bakr Ibn al-Dawadari. 

L’A. conclude che, a paragone eon la storiograHa deIl’Occidente medievale, la 
storiografia musulmana ć piu moderna, piu liberale e piu ricca, servendosi anche di 
storie non islamiche. 

Riconosco eon l’A. che lo sLoriografo islamico, da Ya‘qubl a Mas‘udl a Ibn 
Haldun, non ha difficoltk a basarsi su fonti non musulmane. Ho tuttavia qualche 
riserva quanLo alle generalizzazioni. I Musulmani, nel loro fervore di traduzione dal 
greco in arabo, lasciarono da parte lo storico Tucidide. Tale esclusione non si dcve a 
difetio di senso storico, nć a un’eclisse della fama di Tucidide, rimasLa viva presso i 
Bizantini, quali Fozio e il suo discepolo Areta di Patrasso. Neppure si devc a una 
presunta incapacita islamica di altingere a fonii non musulmane. Dipende piuLlosto 
da una voluta, consapcvole scclta. La storia tucididea non rientrava negli schemi dci 
Musulmani e proprio per questo i Musulmani non tradussero Tucidide. Avevano 
altre categorie storiche. Ma neppure gli storici cristiani Eusebio, Orosio c Agoslino, 
comc osserva Momigliano, ricorsero a Tucidide o a Tacito. 

Si intende che rosservaz.ione non infirma il valore di questa ricerca laboriosa c 
complessa, nella quale si paragonano opportunamente storici islamici a storici 
cristiani orientali e occidentali. E non mi sorprende che tale vasto comparatismo 
scopra delle somiglianze. Si tralta in ambcduc i casi di storia religiosa. E lo stesso 
Ibn Haldun, anche se paragonato a Tucidide (L. E. Goodman, Ibn Khaldim and 
Thucydides , J. ofthe Am. Or. Soc. 1972, 250-270) non 5 meno convinto musulmano 
di Mas‘udl, comc Gibb ammoniva. 


V. Poggi, S.J. 


Arthur Wormhoudt, The Blessing of Ishmael and Esau in the Diwan of Abu Tayyib 

ibn al Husain al Kindi al Mutanabbi, William Penn College, 1992, pp. 58. 

Abu Taylb B. al-Husayn al-Kindi al-Mutanabb! (915-965) vissuLo nel decimo 
secolo della nostra era, quarto delTegira, ha composto un diwan in cinque parli, 
corrispondenti a limo, umore, grumo, corpo cameo, bambino. II diwan si compone 
di 287 stanze, alcune delle quali contano anche 60 versi. II poeta vi celebra tra 1’altro 
la storia di Abramo, cara agli Ebrei, ai Cristiani e ai Musulmani, scoprendovi 
valenze recondite e simboli mistici. Mutanabbi vede un rapporto fra i 318 dcl 
seguito di Abramo e le costole del corpo umano maschile (I’A. poteva menzionare la 
stessa sacralitk di quel numero anche per i cristiani, come dimostra la tradizionale 
cifra dei 318 Padri al concilio di Nicea). Ma il poeta coglie pure un rapporto fra la 
figura di Lot e la distinzione di vocali da consonanti, fra la cecita di Isacco e la 
scrittura semitica senza vocali. La poesia di Mutanabbi canta, oltre i personaggi 
biblici, Abramo, Sara, Hagar c Ismaele, Isacco, Esau e Giacobbe, i contemporanei 
Sayf al-Dawla, 1’eunuco Kalur, Abu Shuja Fatik, Abu Fadl ibn al ‘Amid, ‘Adud al- 
Dawla e i suoi due figli. Con la libertó deH’artista, Mutanabbi vede rappresentati in 
Shamal e Majruh, destricri di ‘Adud al-Dawla, i biblici Ishmael cd Esau. Le pellicce, 
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di cui Rebecca awiluppa le braccia di Giacobbe perchć assomigli al peloso Esau, 
richiamano a Mutanabbi i chiodi chc cotifiggono in crocc le mani di Cristo. Eppure, 
eon questi slanci poetici e un cosl accenluato simbolismo la visione del poeta 6 
coranica: unico Dio, Signore degli albori, Signore di tutto il genere umano. Proprio 
come recitano le ultimę tre surę coraniche. 


V. Poggi, S.J. 


Liturgica 

George Guiver, C.R., Company of Voices. Daily Prayer and the People of God. 

Pueblo Publishing Company, New York 1988, pp. xiii + 280. 

The author claims this to be a pasLorally oriented history of the Divine Office, 
but in fact it is much morę. For G. placcs ihe question of the hours squarely in its 
total context, giving rise to inevitable questions about the very naturę of prayer, what 
it mcans to be church, what ii means to be a Christian in dialogue with God and 
one’s fellow men and women. The materiał is treated with freshness and verve — 
and often with novelty, for G. does not hesitate to offer new interpretations and 
views. 

Part I deals with “Prayer and Humań Naturę.” Since G. recognizes that the 
Prayer of the Hours is First of all prayer , he opens with a treatment of some of the 
concepts and elements constitutive of “liturgical thinking” like prayer, myth, 
anamnesis, time, pattem, formula. His distinction (pp. 23-24) between “the prayer of 
careful concentration” and “stream prayer,” i.e. prayer in which we just plough 
through IT all and let it wash over us without pausing for reflection, is most useful. 
“Stream prayer builds up deposits over a long limę” (p. 23) — how true that rings to 
anyone who has prayed the Office in common over the years! Very good, too, are 
G’s reflections on the necessity of hearing the Scriptures read, and on formulary vs. 
spontaneous prayer, and on riluals as “symbolic games” (p. 24ff). 

Ch. 4 on “Formula” is especially good, as is ch. 5 on “Work and Play,” showing 
that liturgical prayer, like everything else worthwhile, must be worked at. Lilurgy, 
like most important evcnts that mark one’s time on earth, is a formal performance, to 
be done with preparalion and care. Ch. 6, “Habeas Corpus,” had a special resonance 
for me. How often in the past, on reading or hearing about the “superiority” of 
mental prayer over vocal, I wanted to shout, “Says who?” against this platonic 
intellectualism. G. insists that the body, gesture, posturę, ritual have their place in 
prayer as in Iife. And sińce prayer is one, the private-public prayer dichotomy should 
not be overdone (ch. 7). 

In part II, “The History of Daily Prayer,” I found chapters 14-16 on the Office in 
the West from the Middle Ages to modem times especially good, fuli of fresh new 
materiał — even to the extent of dealing with the Offices in Transylvania and 
Poland (pp. 137-144)! Part III, on “The Content of Daily Prayer,” deals with the 
components of the Office (gesture, poetry, psalmody, lections, intercessions). Part 
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IV, “Interpreling Lhe Facts,” rctums to takc a second look at some ol' thc issues 
adumbrated in Part I, but now reviewed in the light of Parts II-III. 

This is a delightful book, fuli of common sense, writtcn in a brcezy, fast-moving 
style, fuli of homely similes and cxamplcs, from marriage to football to soldiering to 
lhe games people play, and laced with practical, no-nonsense, down-to-earth 
wisdom. Anyone interested in lhe Divine Office or, indeed, any Christian prayer, 
should read it. 


R. F. Taft, S.J. 


Enrico Mazza, La mistagogia. Una teologia della liturgia in epoca patristica. 
(Bibliotheca Ephemerides Liturgicae, Subsidia 46 = Collana Studi di liturgia, 
nuova serie 17, a cura delPAssociazionc Professori di liturgia [APL]) C.L.V. - 
Edizioni liturgiche, Roma 1988, pp. 198. 

Enrico Mazza, Mystagogy. A Theology of Liturgy in the Patristic Age. Translatcd by 
Matthew J. 0’Connell, Pueblo Publishing Co., New York 1989, pp. xii+228. 

Veterans of the Ilalian liturgical establishment like E. Cattaneo, S. Marsili, M. 
Righeiti, D. Sartorc, A. M. Triacca, C. Vagaggini, and others, somc no longer with 
us, have long enrichcd us with their writings: students of liturgy ignore the Italian 
authors al their own pcril. In recent years new names have strengthened this honor 
roli, like the author under review, Enrico Mazza, Professor at the Catholic 
University of Milan. 

The present book is an important one. Its orał style has advantagcs and 
disadvanlages. There is an immediacy and easy fiow to orał style thal keeps things 
moving. But sometimes they move too fast, leaving some points undigested. For 
instance, the opening part (pp. 15-22) of chapter 2, on Ambrose, depends heavily on 
one author, Francesconi, that it is almost a catena of citations. But eventually M. 
gets his wind and things move well, especially with chapter 3 on Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, who becomcs the point of reference lor thc other two eastem 
commentaLors treated, John Chrysostom and Cyril/John II of Jcrusalem. 

The relation between saving event and sacramcnt is central to Theodore as for 
Ambrose. Much morę basie than the richness of Theodore’s allegory is his relating 
liturgy to the events of Jesus’ Passion and to the heavenly liturgy. Though he 
develops the narrative, representational aspect morę than others, he also sees thc 
rites as a type of the resurrection and last things, providing an image of “realized 
eschatology” here helów. Morę complex than Ambrose’s, Theodore’s system holds 
together through his unitary vision which maintains all levels in dynamie tension. 
For him, the eschatological gifts are not just Lhe fruit of the sacraments, but their 
very content. M’s discussion of the problems of this relationship is especially good 
(pp. 97-101), as is the conclusion of this chapter (pp. 101-104) on the broader issues 
of sacramental theology at the end of the fourth century, when platonism and 
typological exegesis no longer provided a sufficient ideological structure to 
guarantee sacramental realism. These are perennial theologico-liturgical problems. 
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which will crop up again in Iconoclasm in Byzantium (726-843) and in the ninth- 
century cucharisiic dispuLcs in the West. 

In both Ambrose and Theodore, vocabulary is important and relatively 
consistent, and M. is carefully attcntive to the Ianguage, even doing what few bother 
(or are ablc) to do: check the French vcrsion of Tonneau and Devreesse (ST 145) 
against the extant Syriac version (the original Greek is lost). 

John Chrysostom’s baptismal homilies bring another nuance. His ascelico- 
monastic orientation givcs a strong ethical and pastorał stamp to all the golden- 
mouthcd’s preaching. This atlention to the issues ol' life here below distinguishes 
Chrysostom’s method from the eschatological emphasis of his contemporary and 
schoolmate Theodore. On Chrysostom, M’s bibliography musi now be completed 
with van dc Paverd’s excellcnt ncw study of the homilies on the statucs (OCA 239). 

On the Cyril/John II of Jerusalem authorship dispute, M. favors the Iatter (p. 
150). He also lavors E. Cutrone’s interpretation (OCP 44 [1988) 52-64) of the 
structure of the anaphora (with no institution narrative) in Cyril/John, which 
parallels the anaphora of Theodore. M. has developed this morę fully in “La 
struttura delPanafora nelle catechcsi di Teodoro di Mopsuestia,” Ephemerides 
Liturgicae 102 (1988) 147-183, esp. 159ff. The method of the hagiopolite author(s) 
is different from Theodore’s at least in the treatment of the eucharist, where they 
eschew allegory, narrative dramatization, and heavenly liturgy typology, Baptism, 
however, is an imitative representation of the baptism of Jesus. M. considers this 
hagiopolite system, based on symbol as meaning but not as idenlity, to be weaker in 
ensuring the vital link bcLween saving cvcnt and sacramental rite. 

In his finał refleclions (ch. 6) M. sees these differences among the authors as 
personal and not as rcflecling different schools of thought. 

If the rest of the the world can sometimes be faulted for ignoring liturgical 
Italian scholarship, M’s cites neilher I I.-J. Schulz’s fundamental work on Byzantine 
mystagogy ( Die byzaminische Liturgie , Lambertsverlag, Freiburg 1964: Paulinus- 
Verlag, Trier 1980; The Byzantine Liturgy, Pueblo, New York 1986), nor the present 
reviewer’s article on the same topie: R.F. Taft, “The Liturgy of the Great Church. An 
Initial Synthesis of Structure and Interpretation on the Eve of Iconoclasm,” DOP 34- 
35 (1980-1981)45-75. 

The English translation is excellcnt, though the English Ianguage edition 
ncglects to indicatc from what work it was translated. Furthermore, in the light of 
the available Computer technoJogy I fail to see why American publishers use 
endnotes, cumbersome at best, instead of footnotes. 


R. F. Taft, S.J. 


Pierre Raffm, Les Rituels Orientaux de la Profession Monastique, (Spiritualite 
Orientale, n. 4), (Abbaye de Bcllefontaine, Bćgrolles-en-Mauges 1992), pp. 196. 

II libro risponde in modo intelligente e funzionale alle riflessioni che il Concilio 
Vaticano II aveva iniziato sulla vila religiosa. L’Autore 6 ben consapevole 
delFimmane orizzonte culturale che si trova innanzi, la cristianitk orientale, ma eon 
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linguaggio semplicc, eon un cammino illustrativo cd incisivo, riesce a condurre il 
lettore aitraverso la gamma variegata e ricca del monachesimo orientale. I rituali che 
Raffin presenLa sono: il bizantino, l’armeno, il siro-occidentale (= giacobita), il 
maronita, il caldeo (siro-orientale), il copto, E una piaccvole e ricca lettura ąuella 
offerta da ąueste pagine (pp. 27-158); la diversila dci rituali trova il suo fondametito 
nella unica vocazione monastica a cui 1’Oriente ha risposto, nella storia, eon una 
moltcplice forma di adesione. Lc cdizioni a cui Ruffin fik riferimento per le sue 
traduzioni sono buone, ed usate sempre nei passi citati per esteso. Non soltanlo la 
persona religiosa, ma anche i laici e lo studioso del monachesimo orientale trova 
qucsti testi interessanti e pregni di profondo pensiero religioso. Ccrtamente non 
ricnlrava nell’economia dell’opera uno schema illustrativo dci vari rituali, ma 
1’immagine che i! lettore rcccpisce dal singolo rituale sarebbe certamente di gran 
lunga piu profonda sc vi fosse stata anche un’aggiunta illustrativa di ąualche caso 
agiografico. Verso la fine Ruffin offre un ąuadro di “liturgia comparata’’ sui rituali. 
E ccrtamente una bella intuizione il sottolineare il carattcre liturgico della 
prolessionc monastica orientale, un atto situato airinlemo di un’azione liturgica 
celebraliva (p. 181); caratteristica ąuesta ripresa e rwitalizzata AaWOrdo profeasio- 
nis religiosae romano sotto le istanze del Vaticano II. A modo di epilogo, poche 
pagine alla fine (191 -3), sorprendentemente stimolanti per vivificare il senso del 
monachesimo nel mondo d’oggi. 


V. Ruggieri, SJ. 


Patristica 

Michclinc Albert, Robert Bcylot, Rene-G. Coquin, Bernard Outtier, Charles Renoux, 
Christianismes Orientaux, Introduction k 1’ćtude des langues et des litteratures. 
“Initiations au christianisme ancien”. Introduction d’Antoinc Guillaumont, Lc 
Cerf, Paris 1993, pp. 456. 

Lorsąue, jusqu’k une epoque recente, on parlait d’Orient chreticn ou de 
christianisme oriental, on pensait immediatement & 1’Orient byzantin ou au 
christianisme byzanlino-slave. Les eglises chrćticnnes sc situant hors de la 
mouvance grćco-byzantine ćtaient plus ou moins marginalisćes, sinon ignorćes. 

C’cst pour aider k aborder 1’ćtude du patrimoine religieux et culturel de ces 
“Christianismes orientaux” non byzantins qu’a ete conęu ce manuel d’initiation. 
Dans une introdution elaire ct brćve (pp. 9-21) le Prof. A. Guillaumont donnę un 
aperęu panoramique sur 1’histoire de ces eglises et les ćLudes ct recherchcs dont ellcs 
sont 1’objct. II souligne k la fois leur diversite duc aux particularismes culturels ct 
nationaux et aux antagonismes politico-religieux surgis au cours de leur longue 
histoire et en meme temps leur profonde unitę basće sur la Bibie et un fonds culturel 
commun. D’oii lc titre au pluricl “Christianismes orientaux”. 

Le corps de l’ouvragc est divise en six parties traitant successivement: 1) Languc 
et litterature arabes chretiennes (pp. 35-106), 2) Langue et li Llera turę armeniennes 
(pp. 107-166), 3) Langue et litlćralurc coptes (pp. 167-217), 4) Langue et littćrature 
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ćthiopiennes (pp. 219-260), 5) Langue et littćrature gćorgiennes (pp. 261-296), 6) 
Langue et littćrature syriaąues (pp. 297-375). Chaąuc chapitre est construit en gros 
selon le mćme schema. Aprćs une brćve introduction historique, sont prćscntćs en 
unc premiero section la bibliographic commentec des instrumenLs de travail: 
grammaires, chrestomathics, dictionnaires, manuels de littćrature, catalogucs de 
manuscrits. Une autre section prćsentc ensuite Ies auteurs et leurs ocuvres par ordrc 
chronologiąue ou selon les matićres (hagiographie, histoire, droit canon etc....). 
Chaąue partie se tcrmine par une section donnant des renseignemenls pratiques sur 
les centres d’ćtudes. lei on peut regretter que ces renseigncments se limitent aux 
pays francophones et quc soient ignorćs les autres centres, surtout ceux des pays 
anglophones. 

Des tableaux chronologiques et des cartes gćographiques (pp. 381-411) viennent 
completerutilement cc manuel qui, rnalgre la carence qu’on vient de signaler, rendra 
d’immenses services k lous ccux qui sont a la recherche d’un ouvrage pour les 
guider dans ce monde si varić et si riche des “Christianismes orientaux”. 

R. Lavenant, S.J. 


E. Contreras, E. Pena, El contexto histórico eclesial de los Padres Lalinos. Siglos 

IV-V. ECUAM, Victoria, Argentina, 1993, pp. 263. 

Non 6 compito di questa pagina marcare ancora una volta la funzione capitale 
che il IV secolo ha nella storia dclla cultura europea, ne aggiungere ulteriore 
inchiostro suirimportanza della letteratura cristiana che nacque nel IV e nel V 
secolo. Eppure b doveroso riconoscere nelPeconomia di ąueslo non voluminoso 
libro il senso di una ragionevole completezza, di un equilibrio pacato e realistico 
neirintrodurre una lettura storica sul mondo ecclesiale latino del IV c V secolo. Gli 
autori riconoscono di offrire eon quesLo libro un sussidio atto a situare i Padri Latini 
nel loro Sitz im Leben e, al tempo stesso, a rivedere il senso del “nostro baltesimo”, 
quasi un invito a confrontarsi, noi del XX secolo, eon la realtii ecclesiale e storica 
dei Padri occidentali. Quando si parła dclla patristica latina, il lettore e invitato 
subito a pensare ad Agostino: egli b 1’intcrlocutore principe in questo libro, anche se 
Ambrogio, Girolamo, Ilario, Massimo portano il proprio spccifico apporto in questo 
dialogo. II libro b diviso in sette capiloli: si parte eon il “riconoscimento” della 
chiesa da parte delPimpero; la chiesa posta nella vita socio-cconomica dclPintera 
societk; i Padri e la cultura occidentale del tempo; aspetti dclla vita ecclesiale 
neirOccidente latino; lo studio dclla Bibbia e la formazione della nuova cultura 
cristiana; la peculiaritk teologica della patristica occidentale; alcunc manifestazioni 
di pietó religiosa. Si danno, inoltre, delle appendici a mo’ di esemplificazioni e di 
aiuto (testi particolari in traduzione o listę di concili); v’fe una sinossi cronologica 
del periodo considerato ed una bibliografia introduttiva consultata dagli autori 
(avremmo visto volentieri citati in essi i saggi editi da A. Momigliano, The Conflict 
between Paganism and Christianity in the Fourth Century, London 1963 per 
complementare molti punti trattati dagli autori; R. L. Fox, Pagans and Christians, 
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New York 1987 per una visione compIessiva della cristianill; ii prezioso piccolo 
libro di L. Storoni Mazzolani, Sant'Agostino e i pagani, Palermo 1988 2 che in 
appendice offre una traduzione deirimportantc libro XVI,10 del Cod. Theod.). 
Come si diceva, reąuilibrio c la pacatezza stanno alla base di ąuestc pagine. 
Quando si affronta il problema della cristianizzazione deirimpero, o, in altre parole, 
della ufficialitk del cristianesimo come religionc di stato, non solo b affrontato il 
nuovo problema culturale-linguistico-cultico della catechesi di massa, ma anche 
della povertik esistente negli slrati bassi della socicta (cf. la bella lettura di Girolamo 
sulla chiesa dei martiri e quella della ricchezza e dcl potere: p. 39-40; la ąfflicta 
paupertas : p, 53-54). L’impatto dei Padri nella vita socio-economica 5 presentato 
eon forte realismo, eon domande volte al lettore (p. 79) ed intese ad individuare una 
pista di lettura che riguardi un periodo o temi spccifici (povertl, schiavitu, assistenza 
sociale, ricchezza e la sua distribuzione, potere) vitali per la comprensione della 
chiesa di ieri come ąuella di oggi. Personę di alta educazionc culturale come 
Agostino, Ambrogio, Girolamo hanno tuttavia impiegato molte loro forze nci 
“commentari” biblici. La Bibbia diveniva fonte e mezzo della nuova cultura, un 
orizzonte culturale che portava in se anche il senso del dialogo idcologico eon il 
retroterra classico cosl fortemente vivo nella formazione di ąuesti Padri. E vcro che 
questi uomini furono educati sui classici nella loro giovinczza, e il peso del grandę 
pensiero greco cristiano del IV secolo b evidente; tuttavia, Agostino rappresenla per 
gli autori la figura che cccelle di fronte al pensiero cristiano greco (credo che in 
questo libro sia stata data pocą importanza alla “funzione” esegetica esercitata da 
Girolamo). Giustamcntc si sottolinca qucllo che b stato il precipuo dell’apporto 
latino; 1’originalitk occidentalc risiede essenzialmenie nella visione antropologica ed 
ecclesiologica (influsso evidente dei pensatori africani), un apporto unico alla 
intelligenza teologica deU’incamazione che non b facilmente risconlrabile nel 
pensiero orientale. Questo libro ha il dono della essenzialitd nell’inquadrare un 
tempo ecclesiale cosi fondamentale per la teologia deirOccidente. Ma, credo, b 
ancora pi ii prezioso perchd non ripete formulari piil o meno owi, ma stimola il 
lettore a darc una risposta contestualizzata ed attuale su istanze presenti ancora nella 
societa ccclcsialc occidentale. 


V. Ruggieri, SJ. 


Bibliothcca Ephemeridium Theologicarum Lovaniensium. Origeniana Quinta. 
Historica — Text and Method — Biblica — Philosophica Theologica — 
Origcnism and Later Developments. Papers of the 5th International Origen 
Congress Boston College, 14-18 August 1989. Edited by Robert J. Dały. Leuven 
University Press 1992, pp. 635. 

Questo poderoso volume raccoglie gli atli del “Quinto Colloquio su Origene”, 
convegno scicntifico svoltosi nel Boston College dal 14 al 18 agosto 1989. II tema 
centrale del Colloquio verteva su “Origene e la filosofia”; questo chiarisce il perchć 
la sezione filosofica di questo volume comprende ben 17 saggi. 
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Come di costume, un pensatore come Origenc non poteva non cssere analizzalo, 
pcnetrato c spiegalo sc non in una multiforme presentazione metodologica del suo 
pcnsicro. Oltre alla suddetta nutrita sezione filosofica, quella tcologica ha 14 saggi, 
mentre la storica ne contiene 8, la biblica 4 e ąuella dedicata ai probierni lestuali e 
metodologici 8. L’ultima sezione ć sulTorigenismo e gli sviluppi posteriori (11 
saggi) ove Paccento b posto sulla lettura di Origene, la sua comprensione e 
1’inlluenza che Origene ha csercitato sul pensiero cristiano. 

I partecipanti sono studiosi ben noti e la conoscenza che essi hanno su Origene 
fa certamente dei loro saggi solidi punti di riferimento sulla continua ricerca attomo 
a ąuesto discusso ma grandę personaggio della Chiesa antica. 

Questi atti, nel complesso, risultano ricchi, incisivi e chiari: evitano la schema- 
tizzazione del pensiero di Origenc e cercano di sottolineare al contempo i caratteri 
ortodossi dell’autentico pensiero origeniano. 


K. Douramani 


Eusćbe de Cesaree, La Preparation Źvangelique, Livres VIII-IX-X. Introduction, 
traduction et notes des Livres VIII et X par Guy Schroeder ct Edouard des 
Places, du Livre IX par E. des Places; lexte grec revisć des Livres VIII-IX-X par 
E. des Places (= SC 369), Paris 1991, pp. 510. 

L’ardore apologetico di Eusebio, vescovo di Cecarea in Palestina, si mescola in 
questi libri alla lucida “economia” delPintera sua opera. V’ć un tessuto, un ordito 
ben chiaro nella menie di questo vcscovo a riguardo della Preparation Evangelique , 
ed egli si attiene rigorosamente a questo piano pur evidenziando tutta la sua carica 
emotiva e la sua altestata identita di cittadino del nuovo impero, il suo essere cioć 
cristiano. Gli antichi Ebrei furono descritti nel libro VII; seguendo ora la taxis del 
suo piano, Eusebio si occupa ora nel libro VIII della politeia secondo Mość, cioć del 
popolo giudaico sottomesso alla legge consegnata da Mose. II libro IX tratla delle 
testimonianze greche sugli Ebrei e sul popolo giudaico, mentre il libro X, libro che 
chiude 1’opera, si concentra in un’analisi ed un’accusa 1'alta contro i Grcci (i 
pensatori e Iciterati) i quali, a detta dello stesso vcscovo, sono dei ladri e plagiatori 
della saggia conoscenza dcgli antichi Ebrei (p. 348). II volume che qui si presenta ć 
dovuto alla costanza e maestria di E. des Places che eon 1’aiuto dei suoi 
collaboratori ci ha assicurato un’ottima ed accurata edi/.ione di questa grandę opera 
del vescovo palestincse. Des Places e G. Schroeder stabiliscono il teslo dci libri 
VI1I-X su 7 MSS (compresi i tre folia del Vat. gr. 2210, del X sec. utilizzati per il 
capitolo 5 del libro X); cosa lodevole, essi ripropongono la divisione dei capitoli dei 
libri secondo 1’ordine dci capitoli stessi indicati dai MSS (metodo non usato nellc 
recenti edizioni delPopera di Eusebio). Le pp. 8-27 sono dedicatc ai vari testimoni 
usati da Eusebio in questi 3 libri. Accurata, puntualc, critica ć la scclta atluata dai 
Curatori quando hanno usato le edizioni delle opere dei testimoni. Alla rinomaia 
ottima stampa del testo greco, propria alla collana delle SC, si affianca una 
scorrevole e fedele traduzione francese del testo. Alla fine, il volume presenta una 
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serie di indici utilissimi per la consultazione delFopera: un indice scritturislico, di 
citazioni di antichi autori, di nomi propri (ąuesto a cura di P. Evieux). Libro forbito, 
stimolante per la ricchezza delle lunghe citazioni (era poderosa in Eusebio la 
capacitk di collazionare testi e di argomentare eon essi), culturalmente polemico, ma 
scritto eon un intento apologetico ben chiaro: la superioritk della cukura giudeo- 
cristiana su ąuella ellenistica. Ć evidente che il testo di Eusebio, a parte la sua insita 
eccellenle ąualill di opera apologetica, apre al tempo stesso un ullcriore e pi u 
cogente questito per i cultori della Weltanschauung del IV secolo: quale sia stała 
1'economia culturale di una siffatta impostazione ideologica quando si verifica poi 
una presenza massiccia di “filosofia greca” nella stesura teologica e semantica del 
pensiero cristiano (= bizantino) che segue. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 


Eusebius Werke 1/1; Uber das Leben des Kaisers Konstantin, hrsg. von Friedhelm 
Winkelmann ( Die Griechischen Christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten 
Jahrhunderte) 2. durchges. Auflage, Berlin 1991, pp. LXX+270. 

L’ecccllente edizione critica della Vita Constantini di Eusebio, dovuta alla 
maestria di F. Winkelmann, apparve la prima volta nel 1975; quanto qui si presenta 
6 la seconda edizione. Abbiamo, dunque, un’edizione riveduta, corretta di qualche 
errore precedente di stampa, eon nuove aggiunte bibliografiche di scritti apparsi nel 
lasso fra le due edizioni, ma senza alcuna nuova testimonianza testuale. 

Come dicevo alFinizio, 1’opera del Winkelmann t magistrale. L’esigenza di 
avere un’edizione critica di questa fondamentale opera di Eusebio 5 stata dalio 
Studioso assecondata in maniera appropriata. Alla correttezza del testo, si aggiunge 
ancora una capillare analisi (nelle prime LXX pagine) della tradizione manoscritta, 
letteraria nonche stilistica e linguistica che introduce il lettore a] F opera e chiarisce le 
varie difficoltit storiche e politiche del contenulo della Vita. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 


Joseph Hazzaya, Lettre sur les trois etapes de la vie monastique, edition critique du 
texte syriaque, traduction et introduction par P.Harb et F.GralTin avec la 
collaboration de M.Albert (= Patrologia Oricntalis, Tome 45, Fasc. 2, N° 202) 
Brepols, Turnhout/Belgique 1992, pp. 253-442. 

Le manuscrit karSuni Vat. syr. 207 attribue ce trailć it “Joseph Abba, dii Mar 
Philoxfene”. Se basant sur cettc affirmation, le catalogue de Etienne Evode et Joseph 
Simon Assemani, a son tour, attribue Foeuvre k Philoxfene de Mabboug. En 1950 G. 
Olinder publie une traduction anglaise de la rćdaction brtve de ce texte d’aprfes un 
manuscrit de Londres. En 1961, F. Graffin donnę une traduction franęaise de la 
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rćdaction Iongue. En 1963, le spćcialiste de Philoxćnc, A. de Halleux se prononce 
contrę l’attribution a Philoxene. Paul Harb, en 1968, propose d’en restitucr la 
patem i te au mystique nestorien du VIIIc sićcle, Joseph Hazzaya (= le Voyant). 

Dans ce tascicule de la PO, outre le problemc de l’attribution, est rćsolu aussi 
cclui du texte original dont esl donnee 1’ćdition critiquc sur la base d’une douzaine 
de manuscrits, dont dix contiennent la rćdaction Iongue. En face dc ce texte est misę 
la Iraduction franęaise. 

Joseph Hazzaya presente les ćtapes de la vie monastique sclon la division 
tripartite bien connue: ćLape somatique, psychiquc et pneumatique. En cela il se 
monlrc 1’heritier de maTtres spiritucls comme Evagre et surtout Jean lc Solitaire (ou 
Jean d’Apamćc). Mais son originalitć rćside dans la manićre d’appliquer cette 
division tripartite & la descripiion des ćtapes du progrćs spirituel, Pour Jean le 
Solitaire les trois ćtapes oni, selon les explications du P.R.Beulay, {La lumiere sans 
formę, Chevetogne s.d p. 120) “unc base anthropologique objcctive, le principe de 
1’orientation vitale de 1’homme ćtant soit les convoitises du corps, soit 1'effort 
ascćtique de 1’arne, soit l’ouverture k Dieu de la naturę spirituelle de celle-ci”. Les 
mystiąues nestoriens, eux, font “correspondre chacun des trois ordres au travail 
ascćtique et a la sanctification d’un des trois ćlćments constitutifs de 1’homme: 
pratique des vertus du corps, pratique de celles de 1’ame, contemplalion sumaturelle 
de 1’esprit” (ibid. p. 121). Cette perspective objective esl encore accentuće chez 
Joseph Hazzaya par la correspondance systematique qu’il ćtablit entre les trois 
degres et les contemplations ćvagriennes” (ibid. p. 122). A 1’ćtape somatique 
correspond la contemplation mystique du monde corporel, a 1’ćtape psychique on 
arrive & la limpiditć de Parne qui lui permet de contempler les etres incorporels cl 
enfin le degrć spirituel fait parvenir it la contemplation de la sainte Trinite. La 
premiere etape de ce processus a son correspondant typologique dans la liberation 
des Hćbreux de la servitude en Egypte, tandis que la deuxićme etape est representće 
par les trois jeunes gens dans la foumaise et l’arrivće dans la terre promise. 

L’ćdition et la traduction nous ont paru soignćes. Les deux ćditeurs ont eu 
1’heureuse idće d’inserer a la fin de ce fasciculc (pp. 435-9) un index analylique des 
principaux thćmes traites dans cette Lettre avec la translittćration du termc syriaque 
correspondant. C’est sur ce demier point que se sont introduites des imprecisions ou 
des erreurs, par cxemple nez.Truta au lieu de naziruta (abstinence), mcsarquta au lieu 
de mesaruqta (dćpouillemcnt), taksa au lieu de takra (ordre) etc. ... II restc malgrć 
tout, que ce genre d’index est trćs prćcieux pour faciliter 1’ćtude d’un auteur qui, 
avec d’autres, est & 1’origine de theories dont on retrouvera des ćlćments jusque dans 
la mystique musulmane. 


R. Lavenant, S.J. 
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Reinhard M. Hubner, Die Schrift des Apolinarius von Laodicea gegen Photin 
(Pseudo-Athanasius, Contra Sabellianos) und Basilius von Cesarea, 
(Patristische Tcxte und Studicn, 30), Walter de Gruyter, Berlin - New York 
1989, pp. XII+324. 

Franz Xaver Risch, Pseudo-Basilius, Adversus Eunomium IV-V. Einleitung, 
Ubersetzung und Kommentar (Suppl. Yigiliac Christianae, 16), F. J. Brill, 
Leidcn - New York - K61n 1992, pp. VIII+236. 

Le petit traitć pseudo-athanasien contra Sabellianos (PG 28, 96-121) n'avait 
gućre attire 1’attention des patrologues k cause de son affinite avcc Yhomelie 24 de 
Basile de Cesarće : il paraissait normal de donner la prioritć k Basile, rćleguant le 
contra Sabellianos au rang d’un exercice d’ćcole anonyme. Or voici que R. M. 
Hubner a repris & fond cette question, en aboutissant il des conclusions surprenantes 
: 1. C’est Basile qui depend du contra Sabellianos et non Pinverse. 2. L’adversaire 
visć dans ce traitć est bien Photin de Sirmium. 3. Son autcur ne peut etre 
qu’Apollinaire de Laodicćc (t vcr 390). 4. Si cela est vrai, la question des rapports 
entrc Basile et Apollinaire doit etre reprisc sur de nouvelle bases. 

La demarche cmployće est extremcment rigoureuse et laisse peu dc place a des 
doutes. Je crois que M. Hubner a bien idenlifie un ćcrit d’Apollinaire de Laodicćc, 
et cela est trćs important pour la suitę des ćtudes apollinariennes. On sait en elfet 
que les nombreuses ceuvres du laodicćen nous sont parvcnucs d’une faęon bien 
fragmcntaire; en outre, il y a toute une serie d’ćcrits qui gravitent autour de son nom 
ou de son ćcole et qui attendent de nouvelles confirmations. Tout d’abord, le 
pseudo-athanasien contra Arianos IV, que Stegman dejh. en 1917 considerait comme 
un “Apollinarisgut” : Hubner pense que c’est une thćse a reprendre (p. 282). Le 
meme discours vaut pour le Pseudo-Basile, Adversus Eunomium IV-V, que J. 
Draseke en 1892 avait attribue a Apollinaire. Hubner est dej A intervenu sur cette 
question en faveur de la patcmitć apollinarienne de cet ćcrit et se propose d’y 
revenir avec une nouvelle publication (cfr. p. 283, notę 7). Nous reparlerons de ce 
Pseudo-Basile k propos du livre de Risch. 

Un autre “gros probleme” touchć par Hiibner est celui des rapports entrc le 
contra Sabellianos et le traitć athanasien contra Arianos III (p, 284). Peut-etre n’a-t- 
il pas eu le temps de prendre position sur le travail que Ch. Kannengicsser a dedić k 
Athanase, paru en 1983 (= Theologie Historique, 70). Or Kannengiesser nie 
precisćment la patcmitć athanasienne du contra Arianos III et propose celle 
d’Apollinaire, du moins sous formę hypothćtique. La question rcstc posee et on ne 
peut pas 1’eluder. Certes, il faut se garder de voir dc 1’Apollinaire partout, mais avec 
un travail comme celui de Hubner on a un point de repćre suffisamment sflr. Moi- 
meme, il y a une douzaine d’annćes, j’avais revendiquć au profit d’Apollinaire de 
Laodicće la patcmitć de trois homelies pascales pseudo-chrysostomiennes (= 
Theologie Historiąue, 58). Or la restitution du contra Sabellianos au meme 
Apollinaire apporte une confirmation indirecte mais importante il ma thćse, carj’ai 
pu remarquer plusieurs points de contact entre ces homelies et le contra Sabellianos 
(cfr. la notę que j’espćrc publier dans un des prochains numćros d’OCP). 

Revenons maintenant sur le pscudo-basilien Adversus Eunomium IV-V, qui a 
reęu pour la prcmićre fois, avec le travail de F. X. Risch, une ćtude systćmatique. 
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Nous trouvons en effet dans son Iivre la traduction allemande de ce texte (pp. 49- 
110), puis un long et dćtaillć commentaire (pp. 111-205), le tout precede d’une 
introduction relativemenl brćve (pp. 3-48). 

L’histoire de l’attribution de \’adv. Eunomium IV-V csl assez complexe. Rangę a 
la suitę de Poeuvre de Basile de Cćsarće adv. Eunomium I-III, il a ćtć atlribue il 
Apollinaire de Laodicśe, comme on Pa dejil rappelś, par Drasekc, qui cependant n’a 
pas ćtć suivi. Par contrę, beaucoup de savants ont avance le nom dc Didyme 
l’Aveugle, surtout sur la base des rapprochements avec le de trinitate. Mais la 
paLemitć didymienne de ce traitć demeure trćs contestće. 

Pour sa part, Risch ćnumćre un certain nombre de points doctrinaux qui 
montrent un prolond dćsaccord entre Vadv. Eunomium IV-V et le de trinitate (pp. 9- 
12). Puis il tracę un espćce de portrait de 1’auteur de Vadv. Eunomium IV-V : l. II est 
un nicćen convaincu et nomme souvent PEsprit comme Theós. 2. II s’adresse contrę 
Aetius et Eunomius d’une part, et en meme temps contrę Marcel et Photin d’autre 
part. II combat aussi des tendances pneumatomaques. 3. II a lu les ecrits logiques de 
Porphyre et connalt la philosophie plotinienne. 4. II est contrę les argumenlations 
argumentations sophistiques, mais il n’y ćchappe pas complćtement, 5. II sc situe 
consciemment dans la suitę d’Athanase. Et Risch de conclure: «Cela convient 
parfaitement & Apollinaire. II est nicćen, ćcril contrę Eunomius et Marcel, connait 
Porphyrius et ćcrit meme contrę lui, a un penchant pour la methode syllogistique et 
se considćre comme hćritier d’Athanasc» (p. 12). 

Tout cela cependant ne suffit pas il Risch pour atteindre la certitude : la ąuestion 
de Pauteur de Vadv. Eunomium IV-V reste pour lui cncore sans solution («Die 
Verfasserfrage ist also nach wie vor unentschicden und kann hier nicht gelost 
werden», p. 9). Extreme prudence, qui invite il pousuivre la recherche, mais qui 
suggćre dejil une direction assez prćcise. 


E. Caltaneo, S.J. 


Maximi Confessoris Opvscvla Exegetica Dvo (Maximi Conf., OPERA: Expositio in 
Psalmum LIX; Exposido Orationis Dominicae), edidit Peter Van Deun, (= 
Corpus Christianorum, Scries Graeca, 23), Tumhout-Leuven 1991, pp. 
CLXXII+135. 

Le due opere di Massimo il Confcssore, \'Expositio in Psalmum LIX e 
P Expositio Orationis Dominicae restavano le uniche operę di Massimo accessibili in 
base alla vecchia edizione stabilita nel 1675 da F. Combefis. P. Van Deun difese nel 
1989 la sua tesi dottorale a Lovanio su IP edizione critica di ąueste due opere, 
aggiungendovi uno studio sulla lingua dci testi. Questo libro, dato alle stampe nella 
Series Graeca del Corpus Christ. & una versione rivedula del lavoro dottorale, ed ć 
ccrtamenLe un lavoro pregevole ed encomiabile non solo per aver finalmcnte 
prodotto un’edizione critica delle due opere di Massimo, ma anche per la forbita 
capacitil critica esercitata nello stabilire il teslo stesso. Anche se non vi sono prove 
apoditticamente certe per Pautetiticitit di attribuzione di ąuesti due tesli, tutla la 
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critica interna ed cstema conviene nel a ritcncrc lc due opcrc come veramentc di 
Massimo. Vi b stato nel passato una instabililil sulla data di ąuesti scritti (la Vita 
Syriaca edita da S. Brock in An.Boll. 91, 1973 non sembra intaccare la discussione 
cronologica di Van Deun). Von Balthasar proponeva di datare le due opere prima 
della crisi monoteleta in forza di una critica interna ai tcsti stessi, ciofe attomo al 
633/4; P. Sherwood riduceva ancora di ąualche anno la data della Expositio in Ps., 
portandola al 626 (al tempo ąuando Massimo risiedeva ancora a Cizico), mentre 
proponeva il 630 circa per la Expositio Orationis Dom., forsę quando Massimo stava 
ancora in Africa. Van Deun, molto correttamente, prescnta queste argomentazioni 
che, se pur corrcLLe, non conducono ad una data sicura. Come dicevo in precedenza, 
questo libro 5 certamente uno strumento utilissimo perche ambedue i testi sono 
stabiliti eon correttezza critica. Per \'Expositio in Ps. Van Deun si awale di 21 MSS, 
per l 'Exp. Orationis Dominicae ben 39. L’archetipo a cui si rifanno i 21 MSS del 
primo testo deve necessariamentc essere anteriore all’XI secolo (cf lo stemma finale 
a p. LXX), terminus a quo dato da\V Angelicus gr. 120, dal Paris. gr. 886 e dal 
prezioso ma sfortunato Taurinensis c.III.3, tutti dell’XI secolo (dei MSS usati per 
ambo i testi, 1’edilore offre un’ottima scheda critica); per la tradizione indiretta non 
si b ritenuto possibile usufruirc della Catena sul Salterio di tipo X (cf M.-J. 
Rondeau, OCA 219, Roma 1982, p. 217-8), e Van Deun si affida al ben noto 
florilegio offerto dali’Ar/j. Dionysiou 180, cartacco del XIV sec. Per il commento di 
Massimo sul Pater noster (= Expositio Orationis Dominicae) i MSS sono 39 (cf lo 
stemma a p. CXXXIX). Se molteplice appare la tradizione diretta di quest’opera, 
ancora piu ricca 5 quella indiretta, indice della forte popolaritit di quesL’opcra che 
offre non solo spunti di buona teologia, ma anche di catechesi facilmente 
comprensibile. Per quest’opera come per la precedente (pp. 3-73), Massimo procede 
“pedagogicamente”; ad ogni versetto del salmo, o ad ogni inciso del Pater, il 
Confessore si ferma dilungandosi nel commentario (questo procedimento e reso 
bene nella stampa del libro, dove tra 1’altro non si segue la divisione del teslo in 
paragrafi modellata da Combefis). Per quest’ultimo testo 1’archetipo si pone 
anteriormente al X secolo (fra i MSS usati vi sono, infatti, il Marcianus gr. 137 ed il 
Vat. gr. 1809 dalati al X sec.). Fra i buoni principi di edizione seguiti, due mi 
sembrano degni di essere particolarmente segnalati. II primo riguarda la 
punteggiatura del teslo: Van Deun si affida alle indieazioni dei MSS, piuttosto che al 
gusto che oggi avremmo nel ritmare la lettura di siflatti testi. La seconda b 
1’esauriente apparato critico che arriva ad offrire ben cinque livelli di riferimento: a) 
apparatus fontium; b) app. dei passaggi paralleli nelle altre opere di Massimo; c-d) 
app. critici propriamente detti inerenti al testo dato; e) app. marginalium, ove sono 
citati gli scholia e le notę scritti in margine o fra le linee dei MSS ulilizzań. Una 
serie di indici (nominum, graecitatis, locorum parali., testimoniorum et manu- 
scriptorum) chiude questo prezioso volume che conscgna agli sludiosi, e non solo ad 
essi, queste due deliziose opere di Massimo. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 
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Origbne, Commentaire sur Saint Jean, tomc V (Livres XXVIII et XXXII). Texte 

grec, introduction, traduction et notes par Cecilc Blanc, SC 385, Les Editions du 

Cert', Paris 1992, pp. 392. 

Gia preccdentemente comparvero nelle SC parli del Commentario di Origene al 
Vangelo di Giovanni (cf SC, nn. 120, 157, 222, 290). Quest’opera colossale -non 
solo per la mole che rappresentava aH’origine, ma anche per la profonditd delle 
intuizioni esegetiche c tcologichc che Origene profuse in ąuesta sua fatica — vede 
ora finalmente il suo ultimo volume grazie ancora alla costanza ed alta competenza 
di C. Blanc (sua b la promessa di pubblicare in un prossimo volume i frammenti 
delle catene, a tempo gik editc da Brooke e Preuschen). II libro XXVIII (diffile 
estrapolare una data per la sua composizione) affronla il capo 11 di Gv., 
precisamente dal v. 39 a 57; 1’allro, il libro XXXII, riguarda Gv. 13, 2-33 (si fe perso 
il primo verso di questo capo, come anche tutto il cap. 12 che doveva probabilmenle 
riempire i libri XXIX-XXXI del commentario) e come probabile dala si pub pensare 
agli anni ’40 dcl III sec. (a Nicomedia?). Ancora una volta sorprende la libertk di 
associazione mcntale nell’esegesi che Origene esprimc in ąuesti due libri. Fermo 
restando “il senso della lettera”, che Origene sotlolinea quando affronta un nuovo 
verso, il Commentatore fa uso della sua liberii di intuizione nello svolgimento del 
tema scritturistico. Mi sembra che Origene attui, in altra sfera, quella esegetico- 
teologica, ció che cgli sbricciola nella dinamica della “preghiera”, la parresia. E nel 
commento alla risurrezione di Lazzaro che Origene si dilunga sulla preghiera, un 
lema a lui molto caro (si ricordi che la sua ben nola opcretla sul Pater resta un 
gioiello della spiritualitk antica). Nel lib. XXXII il Pensatore si ferma sul tradimento 
di Giuda: egli b il primo a focalizzare tcologicamente questo evento, e quanti 
seguirannno si appelleranno al suo commcnlo (pp. XXXII, xx, 260 e ss.). E, in vero, 
rinvenibile in questo passaggio del Commentario (spec. pp. 281-287 eon il 
parenetico 288) una sosla di riflessione su quella che b la responsabilitk umana, sulla 
libertk. “L’enlrata di Salana” in Giuda non b determinismo, ma in Origene appare 
chiaramente come un cffelto causato dalia libera volonta del soggetto che accetta il 
“pezzo di panc” (= una linea di condotta sostenuta dalia superbia). II teslo greco b 
ineccepibilmente presentato, come di costume, da C. Blanc che offrc a fianco una 
ottima traduzionc franccse. Le notę a pib pagina sono essenziali: in esse si lrova quel 
materiale complemenlare rinvenibile nelle altre opere di Origene e nella leiteratura 
del milieu culturale del tempo. Mi sembra opportuno segnalare la sezione 
introdultiva e quella finale del presente volume. Blanc ha sinteticamente riunito, 
prima di dar via al testo greco, in modo vcramente encomiabile delle idee teologiche 
sottostanti ai due libri del Commentario, mettendo in rilievo non solo quanto il teslo 
greco dice, ma distillando il pensiero espresso da Origene accompagnandolo da 
quanto il Pcnsaiorc dice di simile in altre sue opere. Alla fine dcl testo greco, 
1’ullima sezione raccoglie una serie di appendici (14 in tutto): esse sono preziose 
addizioni filologiche e storiche sul testo del Commentario. In qucste ultimę paginc 
si respira un’altra aria, quella delPanalisi scmantica e filologico-storica: un evidcnte 
acccnno ancora sulla poderosa ąualitk intellettuale che il Commento a Giovanni 
contiene. 


V. Ruggicri, S.J. 
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Philologica 

Lexicographica byzantina. Beitrage zum Symposion zur Byzantinischen 

Lexikographie (Wicn, 1.-4. 3. 1989), hersg. Wolfram Horandner und Erich 

Trapp (Byzantina Vindobonensia B. XX) (Wien, 1991), pp. 314. ISBN 3-7001- 

1853-8. 

II progetto che da anni procede sotto la direzione delle Universitk di Vienna e di 
Bonn, c deH’Accademia delle Scienze di Vienna, di creare ciofe un Lexikon zur 
Byzantinischen Literatur besonders des 9.-12. Jahrhunderts, prevede dci Symposia, 
in cui novitk e contributi nuovi siano presentati e discussi. Questo libro — ąualcosa 
di simile apparve a Vienna ncl 1988 (Studien zur byz. Lexikographie a cura di E. 
Trapp et alii) — offrc al Iettore i contributi del Symposium tenuto nel marżo 1989 
allTstituto di Bizantinislica e Greco Moderno deH’Universith di Vienna. Sono qul 
riuniti apporti di carattere metodologico, relalivi a progetti e studi giU intrapresi 
altrove, ma anchc ricerche ed analisi dettagliate voIte verso ąualche dcterminato 
autorc o gruppo testuale o vcrso temaliche Iessicografiche della Icttcratura bizantina 
(Trapp, p. 313-4). E ccrtamente ąuesta raccolta di “atli del CoIIoquio” di grandę 
utilitk per tutti coloro che Iavorano sui probierni slilistici, semantici e lessicografici 
relativi alla letteratura bizantina non solo perchfe i relatori si basano su provata 
conoscenza dei propri soggetti, ma anche perć te i soggetti stessi comprcndono una 
gamma variegata di intercssi Ietterari. I saggi, eon i relativi autori, sono i seguenti: 
W. J. Aerts, “Ein Lexikon (in statu nascendi) zur Chronik von Morea”; K. Alpers, 
“Ein Handschriftenlund zum Kyrill-Glossar”; Th. F. Brunner, ‘TLG Expansion: the 
Byzantine Era”; L. Burgmann, “Lexeis rómaikai. Lateinische Worter in 
byzantinischen juristischen Texten”; F. Conca - R. Maisano, “Eine lexikographische 
Untersuchung iiber die byzantinischen Historiker”; C. Cupane, “Ein Index zur 
byzantinischen Gebrauchssprache”; Th. Detorakis, “ALhesauristes Iexeis apo ta erga 
tou patriarchę Germanou I”; J. Diethart, “Die Bedeutung der Papyri fiir die 
byzantinische Lexikographie”; G. Fatouros, “Zur Sprache des Theodoros Studites”; 
A. Hohlweg, ‘Terminologie in byzantinischen medizinischen Texten und 
Lexikographie”; H. Hunger, “Was nicht in der Suda steht, oder: Was konnte sich der 
gebildete Byzanliner des 10./11. Jahrhunderts von einem ‘Konversationlexikon’ 
erwarten?”; A. Kambylis, “Lcxikographie und Textkrilik”; J. Karayannopulos, “Zu 
einem Lexikon der byzantinischen Terminologie"; J. Koder, “‘Problemworter’ im 
Eparchikon Biblion; E. Kriaras, “Apo tón poreia tou Lexikou tes Mesaiónikes 
Ellenikes demódous grammateias”; W. Lackner, “Beobachtungen zum Wortschatz 
des Pseudo-Kaisarios”; L. Rydeti, “Zum Wortschatz der verschiedenen Fassungen 
der Vita des Andreas Salos”; A. Steiner-Weber, “Merkmale der byzantinischen 
Wortbildung anhand der Komposition”; R. Stichel, “Die Bedeutung der 
mittelalterlichen slavischen Ubersetzungslileratur fiir die byzantinische 
Lexikographie”; E. Trapp, “Das Lexikon zur byzantinischen Literatur”; R. Volk, 
“Einige Beitrage zur mittelgriechischen Nahrungsmiltel-Terminologie”. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 
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Michele Di Marco, Concordanza del De Anima di Cassiodoro. (= Bibliolcca 

Vivaricnsis, 1). Istituto di Studi su Cassiodoro e sul Medioevo in Calabria- 

Sąuillace, Rubbettino Editore, Messina 1992, pp. 873. 

In una veste Lipograficamentc clegante esce ąuesto poderoso volume sul ben 
noto opuscolo di Cassiodoro, De Anima. II lavoro di M. Di Marco e altamentc 
meritorio giacche offre agli studiosi tutta una vasta gamma di utilizzazione del 
yocabolario cassiodoreo. Questo lavoro e stato condotto suIl’edizionc del De Anima 
di J. W. Halpom (TumhouL, 1973 = CCL, 96, pp. 534-75); non si b tenuto conto in 
questa concordanza delle yarianti offerte nell’apparato critico cdito da Halpom. II 
voIumc si divide in dieci sezioni — una brcve ed cssenzialc bibliografia sul De 
Anima chiude il lavoro. Un modo per utilizzare al massimo ąuesto voIume e 
certamente ąucllo dclla Ieltura incrociata: da un Iemma o da una forma, il Icttore puó 
subitamcnte risalire al capitolo e al contesto d’uso. In ordinc abbiamo il conspectus 
capitulorum : comprende il titolo di ciascun capitolo (in tutto in numero di 18), il 
numero delle sue righe di testo, Yincipit e il desinit. II nucleo principale consiste 
nella concordantia lemmatum et formarum (pp. 23-638): le formę sono ordinate 
alfabeticamente scguite, in parentesi tondc, dal numero della pagina in cui ricorrono. 
Le formę, segnalate in ncrctto, sono poste nel contesto di due righe delPedizione di 
Halpom (un espcdicntc che se da una parte allunga di molto il volumc di ąuesto 
lavoro, dalPaltra Io rende molto funzionale per il lettorc 1'relloloso). II nominativo b 
usato per i sostantivi; comparativi e superlatiyi degli aggetlivi sono posti sotto il 
nom. sing. maschile; il verbo b dato sempre alla la persona dell’indicativo sing. (a 
volte 1’inftnito e anchc offerto per la distinzione di omografi). L ’index formarum 
alfabeticamente riproduce tulte le formę presenti, eon la loro freąuenza e posto nel 
testo di Cassiodoro; Vindex formarum a tergo ordinatarum b la lista delle formę 
ordinate alfabeticamente all’inverso; Vindex formarum graecarum offre le sette 
formę greche (sono otlo le occotrenze), gik traslitterate da Halpom: ąueste non 
erano State lemmatizzate. Seguono poi: a) enumeratio lemmatum ; b) tabula 
frequentiarum (dei lemmi); c) index lemmatum a tergo ordinatorum (i lemmi 
ordinati alfabeticamente all’inverso, un complcmcnto alPindice delle formę); d) 
index locorum S. Scripturae\ e) index nominum. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 


Trpdcripou T. Zcópa, 4>LAoAoyu<a MeAenj/uara, Domos, Atene 1993, pp. 284. 

Nel presente volume, Pautore raccoglie 24 sue pubblicazioni, apparse in varie 
sedi nel corso degli anni 1983-1993. Vale la pena menzioname le seguenti: 
BaaiXetou Ke4>dAma TTapaiizenKd [p. 15-36: edizione della versione in neogrcco 
di uno dei due trattati parenetici, che la tradizione attribuisce alPimpcratore Basilio I 
(867-886), contenuta nel cod. 535 della Bibliolcca Nazionale di Atene]; Mia 
dyvaxnT| p.eTd(f)pacrr| KLoptoSias 1 tou MoXi.£pou otó. eAXr|M.Kd [pp. 37-73: 
traduzione di ignoto in neogreco contenuta nel Vat. gr. 2481, della commedia Les 
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Prdcieuses ridicules (1659), probabilmente non sul tcsto originale di Molifere, ma 
sulla vcrsione italiana di Nicola Di Castelli]; Leone Allacci e una dimenticata 
raccolta di versi in onore della Regina Cristina di Svezia [pp. 75-102: volumetio di 
poesie curato da L. Allacci, edito nel 1656 dal Collegio della Propaganda Fide in 
occasione della conversione al catlolicesimo di Cristina di Svezia, contiene un 
Idyllion deirillustre Chiota, qui edito e commentatoj; L’Egeo nella Fedra di 
Gabriele D’Annunzio, pp. 207-211; KaTaAoyo? x fl P°YP&|>tuv kcoSIkiuI', 
TTepyaiJ.riRor’, rpcpoXoyiLuix Au-rwi; cf>0XXcov Kai TrptńTiuy ĆKSóaeLur’ tou 
’Apxetou I’. 0. Ztńpa (pp. 255-268). 

Altri studi riguardano piu da vicino personaggi della letteratura neogreca (ąuali 
Dionigi Solomós, pp. 103-110; Stefanos Komitks, pp. 111-123; Aristotelis 
Valaoritis, pp. 125-131; P. Brailas-Armenis, pp. 145-154; Kostis Palamas, pp. 167- 
172, 173-176; Ilias Vcnezis, pp. 181-184; Niceforo Vrellakos, pp. 185-195; Jannis 
Ritsos, pp. 197-206 ed altri) o argomenti piu generali di letteratura neogreca (cf. Ol 
i^coćWriwę AoyoTĆy 1 ^? Kai ó 4 >lXqXoyikó? 26XXoyoę IlapMKTCTÓS', pp. 213- 
219; Ol kayOT€xveę Kai ot laTople? Tfp XoyoTex^tas- pa?, pp. 221- 

225; 'O TroXu8idcrraTO? KaXXiTexL'iKo? x a P aK " n lPaS' Ttoi' cruyxpowov 
fcX\r)vtKuiv XDyoTex^LKtov TTepio8iKu>iA pp. 229-234 ecc.). Alla 1'ine di vari saggi 
1’autore fomisce un bteve riassunlo in italiano. 

Nelle pp. 269-271 del volume, ben curato anche dal punto di vista lipografico, si 
rilerisce dove la prima volta i saggi siano stali pubblicati. Segue (pp. 273-284) 
1’indice dei nomi propri. II tutto b preceduto (pp. 11-13) da una breve nota 
introduttiva. 


A. Fyrigos 


Proximi Orientis 

Elias Chacour, David Hazard, Fratelli di sangue. Una testimonianza di pace in 
Medio Oriente, Edizione italiana a cura di A. Maria Cagiano de Azevedo in 
Malvezzi Campeggi, Edizioni Dehoniane, Roma 1990, pp. 236. 

Elias Chacour, Mary E. Jensen, Nous sommes tous des fds du pays, Desclee dc 
Brouwer, Paris 1992, pp. 256. 

Sono due libri tradotti dalFinglese e incentrati sulla vicenda di un sacerdote 
palestinese di rito melchita che partecipa a fondo le sorti del suo popolo nello stato 
di Israele. Padrc Elia Chacour predica il rispetto per Ebrei e Musulmani e, rilenendo 
1’ignoranza la prima causa di odio, crea atlravcrso numerose difFicoltk una scuola 
media per formare alFamore reciproco. In ąuesti due libri sono tracciate, in stilc 
giomalistico, le vicende dcl ragazzo melchita che giunge alla prima presa di 
coscienza etnica ąuando la sua famiglia e tutti i componenli del villaggio di Biram 
sono costretti dai soldati israeliani a lasciare le loro case. Sboccia in lui la vocazione 
sacerdotale che gli la abbandonare la Galilea per entrare in collegio, quindi lo porta 
in un seminario di Francia a prepararsi al sacerdozio, fino al rientro in patria, eon un 
bagaglio di conoscenze teologali, linguistiche e di ricca umanita. Confrontato eon gli 
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impegni del ministero pastorale nel villaggio di Ibillin, il giovane prete affronta le 
tcnsioni che sussistono Ira i parrocchiani. II vescovo ne apprczza Ie doti e Io invia 
all’universitil ebraica di Gerusalemme. Tomato a Ibillin il prete vuoIe realizzare il 
suo ardito sogno. Chiede il permcsso di costruire la scuola. 11 permesso non arriva e 
Padre Elias sfida la societk di cui fa parte, basandosi sullc amicizie contratte a 
Gerusalemme e in Europa. La scuola sorgc a Ibillin e i ragazzi la freąucntano. Tale 
vittoria di un uomo senz’armi e prezioso insegnamento per tutti. 

Un poco di semplificazione giomalistica e di tinte forti, se si vuole. Ma il 
nocciolo della vicenda b vero e avvincente. II prolagonista rinvia spesso alPesempio 
di suo padre, Michele Chacour, che ha formato i suoi alla prospettiva evangelica del 
discorso della montagna. 


V. Poggi, S.J. 


Commissariato di Terra Santa in Venezia VI Centenario. A cura di Ivone 

Cacciavillani, Commissariato di Terra Santa, Venezia 1992, pp. 132. 

Nel 1392 il nobile veneziano Ruggcro Contarini b nominato commissario di 
Terra Santa per Venezia, dal Custode di Terra Sanla fra Gerardo Calveti Chaudet. 
Nella ricorrenza del sesto centenario da quclla nomina, PA. raccoglie notizie sul 
rapporto di Venezia eon il pellegrinaggio in Terra Santa, sia prima che durante e 
dopo le Crociate. Venezia non solo vince le rivali rcpubbliche marinare italiane, 
assumcndo “una specie di esclusiva per il trasporto dcH’esercito crociato in Terra 
Santa” (p. 36), ma riceve “una specie di delega generale delPintero mondo cristiano 
... la gestione in esclusiva del Grandę Pellegrinaggio” (p. 60). L’esempio della 
nascente Compagnia di Gesit dimostra come il rapporto Venezia-Pellegrinaggio in 
Terra Santa sia determinantę. Se Ignazio di Loyola e i suoi compagni, che ne 
avevano fatto voto a Montmartre, avcssero potuto partire per Gerusalemme Panno 
1537, la loro vicenda avrebbe preso tutPaltra piega. Invece, dovettero rinunciare a 
quel viaggio, per la tensione fra Venczia e la Sublimc Porta. Ignazio e i compagni, 
dopo un anno di attesa, se ne andarono a Roma invece che a Gerusalemme e nacque 
la Compagnia di Gesu. 

Questa parte delPopuscolo, pur basandosi gcncralmente su opere manualistichc, 
ha spunti documentari pregcvoli, come le foto del porticciolo veneziano di S. 
Francesco della Vigna, dove si imbarcavano i pellegrini, della piazzetta di S. 
Giustina e della calle del Te Deum, dove i pellegrini si ritrovavano al ritomo, 
delPantica sede del Commissariato veneziano (pp. 61-67). Segue il saggio di P. M. 
Brlek, archivista della Custodia di Terra Santa, L’azione diplomatica di Venezia in 
favore dei luoghi santi dalia meta del ’300 alla meta del '600\ breve ma ricco capi- 
tolo della inlemazionale ed ecumenica questione dei Luoghi Santi.Chiudono il 
volumetto due elenchi dei Francescani veneti della Custodia e di quelli che ne 
divennero Commissari in patria. Non si dice peró come mai il laico Contarini sia 
divenuto Commissario quando i Commissari del secondo elenco sono tutti religiosi. 


V. Poggi, S.J. 
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Lutfi Laham, Mgr Germanos Adam, metropolitę d'Alep, 1725-1809, Jśrusalem 

1992, p. 87. 

Plus dc Lrente ans aprćs la soutenance dc sa thóse dc doctorat au P.I.O. (1961), 
l’A. maintenant archeveque et vicaire paLriarcal grec melkite & Jćrusalem, en publie 
un abrćge en arabe. Le titre de la thćse rćdigee en franęais, est: Catholicisme, 
Gallicanisme et Orthodoxie dans Uecclesiologte de Mgr Germanos Adam, 
metropolitę d'Alep (1725 ? - 1829). Depuis, l’A. a publie des articles en arabe, tires 
de sa thćse, dans la revue Al-Wahdah qu’il avait fondće au Liban. 

G. Adam jouit d’un grand prestige dans son Eglise, tant par ses idćes et ses ecrits 
que par son siege, Alep etant alors une ville trfes importante dans Pempire ottoman. 
Les 15 ans qu’il passa k Romę lui permirent de parcourir tout le curriculum 
classique des ćtudes ecclesiasLiques et en outre d’apprendre le grec, le latin, Pitalicn 
et le franęais, Parabe ćtant sa languc malemelle. Ensuile vingt ans de travail pastorał 
et scientifique eurent pour resultat d’attirer sur lui Pattcntion de ses supćricurs. Elu 
eveque de Saint-Jcan-d’Acre (auj. Akko) en 1774 mais empechó d’y rćsider a cause 
de la persecution qui y sevissait, il devint metropolitę d’Alep en 1777. Mais la non 
plus, il ne put rćsider, k cause des persścutions dćchatnees contrę la hićrarchic 
catholique et il se fixa au Liban. Aprćs un bref sejour a Alep, il partit pour Romę en 
vue dc conlribuer au rćglcmenL de querelles intestines survenues dans la comunautć 
grecque catholique. Lors dc ses pśrćgrinations en Italie, il eut Poccasion de 
rencontrer des ćveques ilaliens et sans doute des prćlats franęais chassćs par la 
Rćvolution franęaise qui le gagnerent au rnoins en partie aux idćes gallicanes. 
Rentrć k Alep en 1798, il se donna tout entier k la polćmique contrę les orthodoxes, 
les missionnaires latins et plus gćnćralement contrę la mentalite theologique 
occidentale. Se voulant purement oriental au sens traditionnel, il professa unc sortc 
de gallicanisme qui lui paraissait exprimer plus adćquatement la doctrine a la fois 
orientale et catholique. II se dćgage de ses ćcrits une doctrine plus “orthodoxe” quc 
catholique, concemant surtout la primauLe du Papę; par rapport k Vatican I certaines 
de ses propositions sont inacceptables en ce qui concemc Pexercice du pouvoir 
papai. S’agirail-il alors d’une ecclćsiologie “orientale” anticipant Vatican II? C’est 
un point dc vue que nous serions enclin k partager avec PA. mais ćvidemmenl avec 
bcaucoup de nuances! 

Adam part d’une dćfinition de PEglise, ame et corps, pour dćmontrer, preuves et 
citations k Pappui, que la seule vćritable Eglise est PEglise Romaine, parce qu’elle 
en possedc les quatre notes constitutives: Une, Sainte, Catholiquc et Apostolique. II 
en vient ensuite k traiter dc PEglise visible, de la primautć du papę de Romę, de son 
infaillibilitć qu’il tient de Pinfaillibilitć de PEglise; il explique le canon 28 de 
Chalcćdoine. Mais quand il parle du pouvoir du concile oecumćnique, sa position 
est celle du gallicanisme. Son ouvrage principal: Le Candelabre des enseignements 
preciewc pour expliquer le pouvoir de l’Eglise (1804). Pour finir, qu’il nous soit 
permis dc souhaiter la publication de la thćse de PA. 


J, Ilabbi 
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Vita di Santo Stefana Sabaita (725-794). Testo arabo, introduzionc, traduzione e 

notę, a cura di Bartolomco Pirone. (= Studia Orientalia Christiana Monogra- 

phicae, n. 4) The Franciscan Center of Christian Studies, Cairo 1991, pp. 428. 

La pubblicazione della Vita araba di S. Stefano Sabaita era un progetto di G. 
Garitte. Infatli, dopo aveme pubblicato 1’cstratto gcorgiano (Mus 1954, 71-92) 
dipcndente dalia redazione araba, aveva pensato di pubblicare Tinlcro testo arabo 
dei codici sinaitici ar. 496 e 505. Non gli bastava riprendere dalia redazione araba la 
parte che manca alla Vita greca acefala, edita da J. Pień in AASS julii III, Anversa 
1723,524-613. 

Attuando ąuesto piano del Garitte, Pirone edita finalmente tutta la Vita araba, 
basandosi sui due codici sinaitici. Premette un inlroduzionc filologica e aggiunge la 
sua scorrevolc e precisa traduzione italiana, Lanto piii mcritevole in quanto 1’arabo di 
Anba Giovanni, figlio di Stefano al-Fakhuri, traduttore della Vita Panno 902, e 
denso di espressioni popolari, di grecismi e di siriacismi. Pirone correda il volume di 
notę storiche, archeologiche, geografiche e di illustrazioni. In tal modo questo 
numero di Studia Orientalia Christiana, Monographiae , interessa la patrologia, la 
sLoria del monachesimo, della liturgia bizantina e della Chiesa in Palcstina sotto 
regime islamico. 

Se la Vita greca ha valore originale, si capisce che la redazione araba deve 
confrontarsi eon quella, almcno dal capitolo 19, dove inizia la redazione greca 
mutila. L’uLilitk del paragone si manifesta fin dal problema dcli’identith. di Stefano 
Sabaita. S. Vailhś, basandosi sui Sinassari greco c gcorgiano, lo aveva identificato 
eon il nipote del Damasccno e aveva dedotto la data della morte del Damasceno al 
749, ultimo anno della presunta convivenza a S. Saba di Stefano eon lo zio. In 
realta, la redazione araba integrale rivela che Stefano Sabaita non b il nipote del 
Damasceno, ma di Zaccaria di Ascalona chc muore appunto nel 749. L’altro Stefano 
Sabaita nipote del Damasceno b invece Pinnografo che compone, insieme a Marco il 
Cieco, il Triodion Sabaitico. 

Anche per quanto riguarda la storia della liturgia a San Saba, bisogna 
confrontare le due Vite, araba e greca. II traduttore avrebbe poluto infatti modificare 
espressioni e usi liturgici adattandoli a quelli usati a S. Saba al suo tempo. Per 
esempio, la Vita greca parła di salmodia delle ore; quel!a araba, invecc, di horolo- 
gion. L’espressione “canti biblici”, della Vita greca, e sostituita nelParaba eon 
ąanun, segno di evoluzione liturgica a S. Saba, dopo il canone di Andrea di Creta. II 
“tempo delPepakusLa” o ascolto del Vangelo mailutino, in greco precede i canti 
biblici, mentre nclParabo awiene durante il canone. 

La stessa formula liturgica tecnica greca, nekterine psalmodia, b tradotta in 
arabo, talvoka eon qarmn sałat al-layl, Lalaltra eon la semplice parola qanun, 
omettendo sałat. Non b possibilc dunque limitarsi alParabo per ricostruirc Pcsatta 
terminologia liturgica. 

Si capisce che per cogliere queste divergenze bisogna avere familiaritit eon la 
liturgia bizantina. Anche Pirone, buon arabista e sLorico delle Chiese Orientali, puó 
sbagliare, come a proposito delPcsclamazione, le cose sante ai sarni!, in questo 
caso, propria alla liturgia di S. Giacomo del patriarcato di Gerusalemme, pur 
trovandosi anche nella liturgia del Crisosiomo. 
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Per la storia monaslica di S. Saba, la Vita parła dei Reclusi, degli Esicasti, dci 
Kellioti e dei Cenobiti. Stefano non era un Recluso, categoria cui apparteneva 
invece Martirio. Era un kelliota, che trascorreva in cella i 5 primi giomi della 
setlimana, recandosi poi il sabato mattina a consegnare il lavoro manuale eseguito e 
a trascorrere in chiesa la veglia comune, in uso allora a S. Saba, tra il sabalo e la 
domenica. Pib tardi Stefano, di kelliota, si fa esicasta. 

Quanto alPordinazione sacerdotale di Stefano, si legge che Pha ricevuta perchć 
celebri messa nel suo romitorio e ne riceva profitto spirituale. Non importa che un 
sacerdozio c un sacrificio eucaristico a vantaggio spirituale personale urtino le 
nostre concezioni. II testo dice cosi, anche se mette in crisi le nostre idee. 

Numerosi sono i prestiti greci nelParabo del traduttore, per descrivere parti della 
liturgia o del suo strumentario: minaon, triodion , pentikostarion , fenolion, batracil, 
sakkos, omoforion , ecc. Pub essere un monito attuale alla Chiesa melchita, tentata di 
arabizzare artificiosamente e violentemente la sua terminologia ecclesiale, a rischio 
di perdere in tal modo il contatto eon le sue genuine radici culturali. 

Aftimios Skaf, B.S, 


Russica 

Auctores varii, Un college Jesuite pour les Russes: Saint-Georges: De 

Constantinople a Meudon (1921-1992). (= Collection Simvol, N° 4), 

Bibliothfeąue Slave de Paris, 1993, pp. 224+50 photos. 

Le present ouvrage, publie 5 Poccasion du 70° anniversaire de la fondation dc 
Pintemat Saint-Georges k Constantinople, jusqu’aux ćvćnements recents qui oni 
conduit & la chute de 1’Union Sovietique, ćvoque toute une periode qui est notre 
passć immediat. Ces evenements ont conduit k une revision radicale du travail fait k 
Meudon pour des emigres et leurs enfants, mais en meme temps ont crćć dc 
nouvelles possibilitśs pour d’autres travaux, comme les publications Simvol ci 
Płatnia, comme aussi pour la Bibliothćąue slave elle-meme. 

Le livre est divise en quatre parties: la premićre (pp. 7-84) raconte Phistoire, 
rendue plus vivante, dans la deuxifcme partie (pp. 87-106), par des temoignages. 
Dans la troisićme partie (pp. 109-144), suivent des idees concemant le travail futur 
avec les Orientaux, du P, Ph. de Rćgis, S.J. (efr le commentaire par V. Poggi et le 
texte du de Rćgis, OCP 58 f 1992] 5-21). Et dans la ąuatrifeme partie (pp. 147-203), 
des personnages qui ont jouć un role spćcial dans celte histoire sont ćvoques plus 
longuemcnt. Sept annexes (listę dc superieurs, des Maitres et des Professeurs, des 
Assistants il Patelier d’iconographie, des pretres anciens ćlćves et des livres publićs: 
les thćmes des numćros de Simvol et une notę sur Plamia (pp. 213-220) enrichissent 
ces ćtudes avcc des statistiques utiles. 

Le prćlace de F. Rouleau relćve que, sans chercher il effacer les ombres du 
passć, il n’y avait pas non plus, de la part des Jćsuilcs, des idćes prćconęucs, voire 
prosćlytiques (pp. 3-4). Mais dejil le portrait sympathiąue du pćre Mailleux montre 
qu’il a vraimenl ćvolue pcrsonellement d’une attitude qui n’excluait pas le prosćly- 
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tisme k un comportemetu vraiment oecumćniąue (pp. 23-24, 192; cfr p. 58). Ce qui 
est complćtś k merveille par R. Marichal dans sa “Postface”: maintenant que la 
Russie s’est ouverte il ne faudrait pas partir k Moscou, parce que Meudon peut 
maintenant davantage jouer le role de “trait-d-union” entre deux mondes (p. 206; cfr 
p. 55). 

Dans ce cadre se dćroule 1’hisioire marquće d’une cooperation entre des gens de 
diverses confessions et convictions, mais qui, en somme, rćussissent & crćer une 
harmonie qu’il vaut la peine de ne pas oublier. L’histoire de 1’ecole elle-meme est 
divisće en trois parties: celle de 1’intemat (1921-1923), celle de Namur (1923 
jusqu’k la fin de la deuxifeme guerre mondiale) cl Meudon. L’histoire dc 1’Institut 
Sainte-Olga nous rappelle une des si nombreuses initiatives du p. de Regis (pp. 61- 
75). Le lecteur recontiaitra des personnages qui ont travaille & 1’Institut Oriental, tels 
que le p. Stanislas Tyszkiewicz (pp. 164-167), qui a aidć a fonder Saint-Georges; le 
p. Ivan Kologrivof (p. 134), qui a enseigne k 1’Institut Oriental la spiritualite russc; 
le pfere S. Obolensky, pretre diocesain, arrifcre-petit neveu de TolstoY (p. 200), et le 
pfcre Alexis Stryczek (p. 33). Le pferc Charles Indekeu etait bibliothecaire au P.I.O. 
(p. 32) et les p£res Paul Mailleux, le fondateur de Meudon (p. 191), et de Rćgis 
furent recteurs du Russicum. Les autres professeurs qui apparaissent sont Edouard 
Huber et Ivan Żuźek, anciens recteurs de rOrientale, Miguel Arranz et le p. Edouard 
Hambye, dont la familie a genereusement contribue k la construetion de la chapelle 
orientale (p. 39), II y avait aussi les futurs professeurs du P.I.O., Juan Nadal, dont on 
voit la photo (p. xiii) et Roman Żużek qui n’est pas mentionnć. 

En somme, nous avons ici le riche tableau historique d’un service rendu k des 
ćmigrćs qui se sont trouvćs en difficultć, mais aussi & beaucoup qui ont appris a 
aimer la langue et le monde russes k 1’Ecole Saint-Georges. C’est peut-etre le 
meilleur honneur que cette institution a pu reęevoir pour son anniversaire. Comme il 
est dit dans la partie sur “La Biblioth£que Slave,” c’etait sans doute 1’elroite union et 
1’esprit d’equipe qui ont assurś le succes d’unc telle entreprise (p. 79). On aurait pu 
atlendre quelque reflexion sur le travail pour I’Orient chrćtien, spścialement sur la 
cooperation necessairc entre les diverses instituions comme Meudon et le PIO. Mais 
peut-etre, la presence de cemres culturels comme Meudon, aussi pris en eux-memes, 
sont plus que jamais necessaires dans cette heure quand, si quelque chose dans 
l’ćvolution de 1’Europe de l’Est apr^s 1989 s’embrouille, tout pourrait rester long- 
temps compromis. 


E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 


A. Leong (ed.), Christianity and Russia, 988-1988. St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 
Crestwood, New York 1990, pp. xix+I77. 

Among the many feslivities celebrated on the occasion of the Millennium of the 
Conversion of Russia (988-1988) the symposium held at the University of Oregon 
by renowned specialists on various aspects of the Russian ecclesiastical, historical 
and cultural life present us here with a slim but dense collection of essays. The 
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cdiior outlines thc scope of thc symposium. To show thc inlimatc link between 
Russia and Christianity hc cilcs F. Dosioevsky’s Diary of a Writer whcrc he points 
out the practical philological synonymity of thc words for “peasantry” ( krestianstvo ) 
and “Christianity” ( Khriatianstvo ) (p. xv). 

The perspectives on the conversion of Russia offer a prism of viewpoints, which 
marvellously complement one another, though at times they need complementation. 
In his “Introduction: Russia and the Millennium” A. Kimball stresses the decisive 
role played by 01’ga and Anna in the conversion of Russia, the latter being assigned 
the central role (pp. 4, 11), even if the role of Photius in giving the invading 
Varegian hordes a bishop is nowhere mentioned. N.V. Riasanovsky’s “The 
Christianization of Russia in Historical Pcrspective” draws attention to the fact that 
Russia joined the Undivided Church, but would have gained had it mentioned the 
“Slovo o perenesenii moSćej Svjatitclja Nikołaja” in view of the millennium of the 
translation of the bones of St Nicholas from Myra to Bari (1087-1987) and the good 
relationship between East and West it presupposes (clr G. Cioffari, La leggenda di 
Kiev. Bari 1980). G.P. Majeska, in his “Russia: The Christian Beginnings” shows 
that the availability in the vemacular of an cxtensive literaturę through thc mediation 
of Bułgaria madę thc study of classical languages unnecessary (see pp. 28-29), but, 
as a matler of fact, a sort of renaissance did lakę place; associated with D. 
Likhachev, it goes by the namc of thc “Second South Slav influence”. 

In “Arabie Perceptions of Russia’s Christian Conversion” W. E. Walson rightly 
remarks that one should not seek accuracy in these accounts; the sheer 1'acl of their 
existence is enough (p. 38). B. Dmytryshyn makes a number of pertinent comments 
in his “The Ukrainian Church: Observations on the Occasion of Its Millennium.” 
For one thing, the identification of national existence with the Church in East and 
South Slav counlries has prevented the emergence of a supreme religious Orthodox 
authority (pp. 41-42). In “Christianity and Russia in the Modem Era” D. W. 
Treadgold notes the paradox that in 1905 luli freedom was granted to Old Believers 
and sectarians, whereas the Orthodox Church remained under the Holy Synod (p. 
63). The high price that had to be paid by dissenters until the reforms of Gorbachev 
(p. 77) is portrayed in R. L. Nichols’ “Dissent and Conformity in the Russian 
Orthodox Church, 1943-1988.” J. Gulka and A. V. Riasanovsky point out that 
Awakum opposed some, and not all, of Patriarch Nikon’s reforms (pp. 81-82). And, 
still in the area of liturgy, Maria Cherementeff shows that the innovative step of 
transforming the iconostasis into a solid screen, in Russia, was realized by 
Theophanes the Greek and his assistants, Prokhor of Gorodets and Andrei Rublev 
(p. 110). And in “Political Aspects in Russian Icons,” A. Dean McKenzic illustrates 
the thesis that the icons in question show that Church and State were inextricably 
intertwined in Russia (p. 147). 

Information on the Contributors (pp. 159-161), M. Sherwood-Pike, “Calalog ol 
Symposium Audio and Videotapes” (pp. 163-165) and the “Index” (pp. 167-177) 
round off a very informative and interesting symposium. 


E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 
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Ernst Chr. Suttner, Die katholische Kirche in der Sowjetunion. Vcrlag “Der 

christliche Osten,” Wiirzburg 1992, 108 S. 

E. Suttner will die Geschichte der Katholischen Kirche in der Sowjetunion, die 
am 30. Dezcmber 1922 anfing und am 31. Dezember 1991 zu Ende ging, kurz und 
in chronologischer Ordnung darstellen. Er schickl seiner Geschichte im ersten 
Kapitel, eine Skizze der Silualion dieser Kirche am Ende des Zarenreichcs voraus 
(S. 9-17). Das zweite Kapitel (S. 18-25) bcrichtet iiber das Schicksal der 
Katholischen Kirche unter der Sowjetmacht in der Zeit zwischen Revolution und 
dem Zwciten Weltkrieg. Das dritie Kapitel (S. 26-35) behandelt die Situalion der 
Kirche in jenen Gebieten, die erst nach dcm Zwciten Weltkrieg zur Sowjetunion 
kamen, also in den baltischen Staaten, im damals zergliederten Polen, im 
Karpatengebiet sowie in der Bukowina und in Bessarabicn. “Zwischen Hitler und 
Stalin” erortert Entwicklungen in den baltischen Staaten, im ehemaligen Polen, in 
Bessarabien und Bukowina, und behandelt auch das kirchliche Leben nach dem 
Kriegsausbruch zwischen Deutschland und der Sowjetunion (S. 36-42). Die 
baltischen Katholiken, die polnischen und weiGrussischen Katholiken, die 
Ukrainische Unierte Kirche Galiziens, die Unierten in Karpathoruthenien, die 
Armenischen Katholiken Galiziens, die Katholiken in Bessarabien, die Katholiken in 
Sowjetasien und die Zahl der Gemeinden sind die Themen des fiinften Kapitels (S. 
43-88), wShrend Wiederaulbau und konlessionelle Spannungen die des sechten 
Kapitels (S. 89-106) bilden. Das SchluBwort (S. 107-108) endet mit 2 Kor 6:4-9, 
wobei die groBe Standhaftigkeit dieser Kirchen in Bedrangnis herausgestellt wird. 

Diese Arbeit bietet nicht nur eincn interessanten Uberblick iiber eine 
komplizierte Geschichte einer Region, die gerade in diesem Zeitraum mehrmals 
Grenzverschiebungen ausgesetzt war, sondem konfrontiert uns auch mit den 
unausweichlichen ekklesiologischen Fragen, die diese Geschichte aufwirft. Manche 
werden wohl nicht wissen, daB das Zarenreich mit dem heutigen RuBland nicht 
identisch ist (S. 8). Die Rolle vom Metropoliten Andrea Szepticky (z.B., S.U-12, 
19-20, 29, 38, 54-55), von M. d’Herbigny, S.J. (z.B., S. 24-25), von Patriarch 
Aleksej (S. 75-80) u.a. treten in cin neues Licht, jetzt da die Geschichte der 
Sowjetunion einigermaBen abgeschlosscn ist und so ein ausgeglicheneres Urteil 
moglich geworden ist. Es erhellt, daB dic Konzessioncn, die Stalin wahrend der 
Kriegszeit der Orthodoxen Kirche machte, miibestimmt waren von dem 
unterschwelligen Versuch, das Ideał von Moskau ais drittem Rom (Moskau ais 
“Vatikan der Orthodoxie”) wieder aullcbcn zu lassen (S. 45). Nicht wenigen 
Unierten Ukrainem war die Latinisierung ihrer Kirche gerade deshalb lieb, weil sie 
eincn Schulz gegen die Russifizicrung bot, ais Vertcidigung ihres Ukrainertums (S. 
62). Es wird von dem Leid von Ukrainern bcrichtet (S. 56-57), das ihnen von 
polizeilichcr sowie von kirchlicher Seite zugefiigt wurdc. Zuglcich wird der 
Unterschied zwischen der Brcstcr Union und der erzwungenen Union von 1946 
erorert: In den Jahren 1595/1596 konnte dic Minderheit ihre eigene Zukunft 
unabhangig von der Mehrheit gestalten; dagegen wurde im Jahre 1946 der Mehrheit 
der Unionsgegner keinc Wahl zugestanden (S. 74-75). 

Diese Arbeit ladt zur Reflexion ein, zu einer Zeit, da die Spannungen zwischen 
den Kirchen sich emeut zugespitzt haben. Ais Mitglicd der Kommission des 
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Intemationalen Dialogs ist der Autor mit den Fragen der Kaiholisch-Orthodoxer 
Ókumene eng vertraut. Das vorliegende Buch bietet eine Iebendige Geschichte des 
katholischen Kirchenlebens dar ais auch cine anregende Reflexion dariiber. Es ware 
hilfreich gewesen, die verstreuten ekklesiologischen Erwagungen (z.B., S. 60-71) 
am Ende in einer Art Ausblick, in Hinblick auf den Dialog und das Problem des 
Proselytismus etwas systematischerdarzustellen. 


E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 


Michelina Tenacc, La beaute, uniti spirituelle dans les ćcrits esthetiques de 

Vladimir Soloviev. Śditions Fatcs, Troyes, France 1993, pp. 203. 

Soloviev s’intśressa des problćmes esthćtkjues trćs tót. Mais son reve de mettre 
ensemble, en un systeme, ses rćflexions il ce sujet ne devait pas etre achevć: il ne 
reste, en effet, de cette recherche, que des fragments difficilement repćrables dans 
des ćcrits quelquefois peu accessibles dans une oeuvre immense et complexe. 
Michelina Tenace s’est proposee de confronter ces textes qui concement Pesthćtique 
et d’en faire 1’objct de sa thćse de doctorat presentće h PUniversite Gregorienne a 
Romę. 

Aprćs la preface d’0. Clement, “Pour une bcautć de communion” (pp. 3-7) suit 
1’introduction (pp. 9-18). Partant du fait que la bcautć d’aprćs la pcnsće de Soloviev 
est peu śtudiće, PA. s’est lancće dans la relccture d’un penseur qui cst, actuellement, 
de plus et plus au centre de 1’attention en Russie. Soloviev part de la description de 
la beaute dans 1’ordre de la naturę et de li il porte il conclure que la beaute est la 
force qui transforme et transfigure aussi bien le monde que la personne (p. 14). 

Dans un premier chapitre PA. rappelle le point dc dćpart de la pensee de 
Vladimir Soloviev c’est-k-dire Pexigence d’unc connaissancc intćgralc (pp. 19-49). 
S’insćrant dans la discussion positiviste qui mcttait en doute la possibilitć nieme dc 
la mćtaphysique, Soloviev a commencć sa carriere par unc critique de la naturę 
absiraite d’une grandę partie de la philosophie occidentale contemporaine, critique 
qu’il exprime dans La crise de la philosophie occidentale (1874), sa dissertation de 
maftrise ii Moscou, dans Les principes philosophiques du savoir intśgral (1877) et 
dans La critique des principes abstraits (1880), sa thćse de doctorat ii Puniversitć de 
S. Petersbourg. A la culture occidentale Soloviev reproche d’avoir remplacć 
Pautorite dc la 1'oi par Pautoritć de la raison (p. 23). L’abstraction qui s’en suit, 
d’autre part, porte au reproche d’avoir permis le dualisme qui rompt 1’unite du 
monde et de la personne humaine (p. 31). Soloviev privilegie donc la connaissance 
mystique, celle qui tend vers la beautć du bien absolu et qui est capable dc nous 
faire saisir Punitć du bien, dc la vćrite et de la beautć (pp. 41-42). 

Vient ensuite la premićre partie intitulćc: “Optique de l’ćvolution cosmique: 
analysc des ćcrits esthćtiques” (pp. 51-125), qui contient trois chapitrcs: ‘‘La beaute 
dans la naturę” (pp. 55-82), “Le sens gćnćral dc Part” (pp. 83-103) et “Un premier 
pas vers une esthćtique positive” (pp. 105-125). La beautć est decrite come 
PincamaLion de Pidće uni-totale qui intćgre le bien cl le vrai dignes d’exister (p. 71). 
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Quand un hommc rćalise en soi Pidće plus parfaile de la divino-humanitć, il est 
beau. Dans ce sens, le sainL est beau, le Christ en croix est beau. En revanche, 
Pinsensibilitó H la vraie beaute exprime un manąue de purification, une incapacitó de 
“voir i’un dans l’autre”. Prćcisement la beaute objective dans la naturę (l’exemple 
du diamant) souligne ce que veut dire la lentc transformalion que subit la matićre 
vers une phase plus parfaitc de beautó; pour Phumanite cette lente transformation 
vers le beau converge vers 1’incamation (p. 88-91). 

La deuxieme partie intitulće, “L’optique de 1’histoire humaine” (pp. 127-168) 
comprend deux chapitres: “L’evolution cosmique: vers Punite par la beautó” (pp. 
129-150) et “Du physique au spirituel: La transfiguration universelle par l’amour” 
(pp. 151-168). Une idće centrale csl le rejet de la thćorie dc l’“art pour l’art”. L’art 
ne peut pas servir seulement k soi-meme. C’est une des caractóristiques de 
PAnLechrist sclon un autre texte important de Soloviev, Recit sur 1'Antechrist de ne 
vouloir “servir que soi-meme” (pp. 139-143). Partant du fail que le processus de 
1’unitó dans la naturę s’identifie avec la selection par la beautó, la mćtaphysique 
chretienne est invitee k montrer, que 1’homme ćvolue vers la transfiguration de la 
chair (pp. 153-157) en vue d’une unitó pleine dans 1’esprit et le corps. Dans cc 
processus, la lorce qui produit Punitó s’appelle Logos, tandis que Punite produite 
s’appelle la Sophia (p. 144). 

La conclusion, “De 1’humain au divin: Une theologie qui intógre le langage 
philosophiąue k la vie spirituelle” (pp. 169-185) nous donnę les rellexions de l’A. 
sur les implications possibles, en theologie, des idćes dc Soloviev sur la beaute. 

On peut apprcndre beaucoup de la 1'aęon claire avec laquelle l’A. explique 
Soloviev. Mais, malgre les nombreuscs notes et references bibliographiąues, l’A. ne 
donnę pas suffisamment d’cspace (i la littórature secondaire. Le genie synthetique 
qu’etait Solovicv permet de depasser, si on en fait une bonne lecture, beaucoup des 
contradictions apparentes de ses idćes. L’A. le montrc bien cn effet. Cepcndant, 
quand elle affirme avec Soloviev que la nouvclle philosophie devrait unir les 
intuitions de 1’Orient et de 1’Occident (p. 32), cllc ne discute pas cette proposition 
pour en tirer des consćquences ni pour en faire une lecture critique k partir de 
1’histoire de la philosophie occideniale. Par exemple, au-delk du dualisme cartesien, 
il y avait en Occident la tradition spirituelle de Maine de Biran, de Ravaisson, 
iradition qui culminera dans la pensće de Bergson. Soloviev critiquant la 
philosophie occideniale doit cepcndant beaucoup & Pidće schellinghienne de 
V Alleinheit, et, quant a ses idćes sur la thćocratie, il faut rappeler qu’il avait lu L. 
Perrone, S.J., ct qu’il avait des contacts personnels avec Pćveque Strossmayer. II 
aurait donc ćtć dans rinlerćt dc ce travail sur Soloviev dtóclaircir ces points et 
nuancer la critique. 

De plus, quand PA. se demande si la catógoric de la beaute ne peut pas 
aujourd’hui prćsenter de meilleures possibilites pour la theologie aprćs que la 
reflexion chrćtienne a dejit exploite presque en vain cellc du vrai et du bon, elle 
semble ne pas vouloir tenir comptc du fait que dćjk dans la scholastique 
traditionnelle il y avait eu cette controverse pour savoir si la beaute est un 
transcendental k part, ou si elle n’est que la collaboration harmonieuse entre les 
aulres transccndcntaux, notammeni ccux du vrai et du bien. Pour mieux souligner 
1’originalitó de Soloviev, PA. aurait du prendre ces tentatives occidentales plus en 
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considćration. II manąue, en effct, une critique, positive mais equilibree, dc 
Soloviev. Enfin, on regrette quc l’A. ne considfere pas (cfr p. 191) le texle d’une 
confćrence de 1891, “Sur le declin de la vision du monde du Moycn Agc," texte qui 
a Lani bouleversć le grand estheticien qu’eLait Constantin Leontev. Ce demier fut 
dans un icl dćsaccord avec les idees de Soloviev qu’il rompii immediatement Lous 
les liens avec son ancien ami qu’il appelait desormais: “Satan Soloviev!” Puisque il 
s’agissait du chrisLianisme et du progrfcs, 1’A. aurait pu saisir 1’occasion de decouvrir 
certaines convergences enLre les dćveloppcmenLs esthćtiques de Soloviev et ses 
prćoccupations systśmatiąucs. 

Mais, avec tout cela, pour finir, il faut affirmcr que l’A. montre un talent 
remarquable pour expliquer des choses compliqućes d’une manierę simplc. C’est 
son merite a cllc d’avoir su traiter un th£me qui requiert beaucoup dc lucidite. Son 
livrc, non seulement se lit facilement, mais il offre des pistes intćressantes pour des 
rćflcxions utiles sur l’intćgration personnelle. La Conclusion contient de tres belles 
pages de synthfese. 


E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 


Spiritualitas 

A. M. Allchin, Solitude et Communion. La vie eremitique, un lien trźs fort d'unitę 
entre les differentes confessions chretiennes. Confćrences sur la vie ćrćmitique 
presentćes par A. M. Allchin, avec, cn annexe, une etudc sur rćrćmitisme 
ccltique par E. de Waall ( Vie monastiąue , n. 28), Abbaye de Bellefontaine, 
Bćgrolles-en-Mauges 1992, pp. 149. 

Nell’aulunno del 1975 si riunirono alcuni rappresentanti delle principali 
tradizioni monastiche cristiane a Saint-David (Pays c Galles) per riflettere insicme 
sull'identica tradizione della chiamata alla vita monastico-eremitica, c per rinsaldare, 
al di lk delle differenze confcssionali, il leganie che la comune vocazione esige. Di 
questo incontro sono qui pubblicati degli interventi tenuti rispeltivamente da: A. M. 
Allchin, A. Louf, K. Warc, R. Walls, B. Ward c Mfere Maric-Claire. Due appcndici 
chiudono il volumetto: R. Waals offre una riflessione sul senso monastico di skite\ 
E. dc Waal chiude eon dei pensieri suH’eremitismo ccltico. Alle pp. 123-5 & 
pubblicata la dichiarazionc comune sulla vita eremitica stilata alla fine deirincontro. 

V. Ruggicri, S.J. 


P6rc Matta el-Meskine, La Communion d'amour (= Spiritualitć Orientalc, n° 55) 
Abbaye de Bellefontaine 1992, pp. 302. 

Sono trattenimenti spirituali (Cassiano li avrebbe chiamati “collationes”) che il 
famoso “padre spirituale” egiziano Matteo il Povero, al secolo Yusif Skandar, ha 
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tenulo a monad o a una cerchia piu vasta di uditori o lcttori. Ora, sono tradotti in 
francesc per un pubblico ancora pić largo. 

Nel volume sono trattali vari temi della teologia: i misteri della Rivelazionc 
biblica, dcirincamazione, della vita terrena di Gesu, della sua morte e resurrezione; 
della vita del cristiano in Gesu; della pneumatologia, mariologia, ecclcsiologia ed 
ecumenismo. 

Come Enzo Bianchi rileva, nell'introduzione a parallela traduzione italiana, 
introduzione che le edizioni di Bellefontaine hanno avuto la saggezza di premettere 
anche a ąuesta versionc franccse, “1’unica regola ć 1’amore di Gesu crocifisso e 
ąuesto spirito di amore anima tutto”(p. 13). 

Uno degli aspetti del libro che piu colpisce b 1’immagine deH’autore che ne 
traspare, cioć di un teologo che — direbbe Evagrio — ć teologo perchć sa pregare e 
sa pregare perchć b teologo. Non postula come 1’Occidente una separazione netta fra 
teologia e spiritualitć. Matta al-Maskin parła della “storia di Dio” (p. 63). 11 presepio 
lo commuove non tanto per la sua poverta, ma in quanto comice del mistero 
deH’Emanuele o di Dio eon noi (p. 88). La connessione tra digiuno e cucaristia b 
altrettanto stretta che fra giovedi e venerdi santo (pp. 143-144, 171). L’effato 
biblico-patristico di “Gesu che ha preso il nostro c ci ha dato il suo” b riproposlo 
alPuomo di oggi (p, 147). Nel vero ecumenismo la comune vita in Cristo 
ammorbidiscc le divergenze dogmatichc (p. 272). 

Ascoltiamo dunąue — come dice Enzo Bianchi — ąuesta voce che viene da un 
deserto che fiorisce. 


V. Poggi, S.J. 


Perć Matta el-Maskine, Saint Antoine ascete selon l’Evangile, suivi de Les vingt 
Lettres de saint Antoine selon la tradition arabe (= Spiritualitć Oricntale, n. 57) 
Abbaye de Bellefontaine 1993, pp. 222. 

Uno dei protagonisti dclTattuale risveglio copto, ii famoso Matta al-Maskin, del 
monastero di San Macario, moslra in quest’altra sua opera, felicemente presentata al 
leltore occidentale, come la sua spiritualitć sia radicala saldamente in ąuella di S. 
Antonio. Infatti, dopo una Introduzione, (pp. 9-22) cui il traduttore ha aggiunto le 
pagine 15-22, (p. 15 nota 1), la prima parte del volume (pp. 29-78) riflette sui nuclei 
centrali della spiritualitć di Antonio: amare Dio eon tutto il cuore, genuino timore di 
Dio; primato delTobbedicnza; monachesimo, o sostituzionc del martirio al cessarc 
della persecuzione. Si riportano tesli antoniani sullo Spirito Santo, la Sacra Scrittura, 
il continuo progresso nello spirito, 1’abbandono totale a Dio, la discrezione degli 
spiriti, il controllo dei sensi, la conversionc del cuore, la gioia c il fcrvore dello 
spirito, 1’esempio dci fratelli e dei predecessori. 

La scconda parte del volume (pp. 79-214) consisle nella versione francese delle 
20 lettere attribuite ad Antonio dalia tradizione letteraria araba. Erano State tradotte a 
suo tempo da Abramo Ecchellensis in latino e il testo arabo era stato cdito la prima 
volta nel 1899. 
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L’A. non pretende che le vcnti Ieuere siano tutte di Antonio. Lo sono eon buona 
probabilitk le prime sette (S. Rubenson, The Letters ofSt. Aniony, Lund 1990, OCP 
1991, 247-248) mentre le altre sono piuttosto attribuibili ad Ammonc o a ąualcun 
altro degli immediati discepoli di Antonio. Costituiscono comunąuc una raccolta di 
testi monastici primitivi cui devc interessarsi la storia del monachesimo e della 
spiritualitk. Ci piace sottolineare che in ąueste pagine lo Spirito b mądre (Leli. VIII, 
p. 122); che, dei tre personaggi misteriosi ospitati da Abramo a Mambre, uno 
sarebbe Dio e gli altri due, angeli (Lett. XVI p. 153); che 1’allusione agli uccelli c al 
covare dei loro piccoli (Lett. XVIII pp. 182, 185) suggerisca 1’ipotesi che 1’ambiente 
di Antonio conoscesse lo Zoologo; che 1’allusione a Santa Tecla (Lett. XX. p. 203) 
merita Pattenzione degli agiografi, ccc. 

Questo agile volumetto si inserisce opportunamente nella collana di 
Bellefontaine che conta gik 4 altri volumi su S. Antonio e 2 altri di Matta al-Maskin. 

V. Poggi, S.J. 


Leonard Swidler, The Meaning of Life at the Age of the Third Millennium. New 

York-Mahwah, N.J., 1992, pp. V+116. 

Qualora PAutore non avesse aggiunto il sottotitolo “sulTorlo (intenzionalmente 
mia ąuesta traduzione) del terzo millennio”, ąueslo libro, a prima vista, sembrerebbe 
suonare come tanti altri nel pfospettare un’esoterica panacea. Porsi la domanda sul 
“significato della vita” diventa per Swidler un atto essenziale espresso in un 
imperativo insito nella stessa natura umana (il lettore sappia che nulla di kantiano 
v'b in questa assunzione), soprattutio ąuando la storia volge verso un’ulteriore meta 
temporale, il terzo millennio (si noti che il “tempo” b numerato ancora, secondo 
Swidler, secondo le categorie del cristianesimo occidentale). La storia porta verso un 
orlo-limite non di un pensato, che puó essere il tempo, ma verso un universo chc 
tende sempre piu a “pensare lo spazio”, a ridurlo in estensione. In questa corsa b 
importantc trovare un fondamento di una “Global Cullure” resa possibile da un 
“Global Dialogue”. Spetta al cristianesimo offrire gli strumenti non solo linguistici, 
ma conoscitivi ed ontologici (la libertk c la conoscenza fondati suIPamore-persona 
di Gesu) per questo dialogo. Buddismo, Islam, Marxismo e Cristianesimo sono slatc 
le religioni, owiamente non le sole, chc hanno incamato — ed incamano ancora in 
certo qual modo — qualchc forma di potere nclle loro manifestazioni storiche. E 
quando esse si incontrano, dialogando, sui fondamenti della loro piu profonda 
ontologia che Gesii di Nazaret diventa un essere trainante, capace di lar attuare un 
salto di qualitk, a ciascuna religione e per il mondo intero, un salto volto ad offrire 
un significato piu pieno della “vita” alPuomo. Con modestia c eon pacata enfasi, 
qucsto libro si presenta come un incentivo pratico, fattivo verso i primi passi di un 
dialogo “ontologico” fra le culture dominanti. A parte qualche lettura che non ci 
Lrova concordi, e il senso inipellente e percepito della storia di oggi — e della sua 
domanda pienamente cristiana sulla vita — che fanno di queste pagine preziosi 
momenti di rillessione. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 
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Marcel Viller/Karl Rahner, Ascetica e mistica nella patristica. Un compendio della 
spiritualita cristiana antica. Nuova edizione invariata eon una prefazione di 
Karl Heinz Neufeld. Edizione italiana a cura di Antonio Zani. Queriniana, 
Brescia 1991, pp. 314. 

La presente opera & la traduzione del piccolo libro di Marcel Viller, antico 
professore del PIO, La spiritualite des premiers siecles chritiens (Paris 1930), nella 
forma ampliata e rielaborata datale da Karl Rahner, che la pubblicó sotto ii litolo 
Aszese und Mystik in der Vaterzeit (Freiburg i.Br. 1939). 

Ma solo il piccolo libro di Marcel Viller, apparso quando egli avcva Iasciato 
Roma per prendere la direzione del Dictionnaire de spiritualite, fu recensito su 
Orientalia Christiana 22 (1931) 254-256. Quello molto piu voluminoso di Rahner 
non ś stato mai recensito su OCP. Fatto che lascia ancora piu perplessi ąuando si 
pensa che la rielaborazione di Rahner era siata cosl radicale da meritare di essere 
chiamata una nuova pubblicazione (H.U.v. Balthasar). La traduzione italiana 
aggiunge solo la “Prefazione alla nuova edizione” (pp. 5-11) di Karl-Heinz Neufeld. 
Gik professore alla Gregoriana c aLLualmente professore a Innsbruck Neufeld t stato 
assistente di Rahner ed ha redatto i suoi saggi palristici sulla penitenza, raccolti in 
Schriften zur Theologie XI (Einsiedeln 1973). Era ąuindi eminentemente qualificato 
per scrivere la prefazione. Egli nota, eon ragione, che bcnchć ci siano stali progressi 
su molti punti presi individualmente sarebbe difficile trovare un lavoro d’insieme 
che potrebbe paragonarsi eon 1’opera attuale, Oltre al suo uso patristico 1’opera serve 
anche per gettare una luce utile sulla teologia di Karl Rahner, Molti, in fatti, 
prendendo lo spunto da Geist in Welt, pensano che Rahner abbia come punto di 
partenza un tema filosofico. Chi invece comprende il valore centrale di Aszese und 
Mystik in der Vaterzeit, vedrk la cosa in un’altra dimensione. Si vede in Rahner, 
quindi, quanto una patristica viventc, che unisce spiritualita e dogma, puó servire da 
falsariga a una filosofia viva. 

Si puó quindi considerare utile il libro perun doppio motivo: per la patrologia, 
specialmente “per prendere le distanze da tanie cose che diciamo ‘spiritualitk’” (p. 
9), e per la ricerca su Rahner, entrata in crisi poco dopo la sua morte, per prendere le 
distanze da ció che tante volte si attribuisce a Rahner. Ma mi parę che Neufeld perda 
un’occasione d’oro per ribadire un punto a lui caro, cioó la penitenza come punto 
privilegiato della teologia di Rahner (efr Pindice a p. 307). 

E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 


Theologica 

John Breck, Spirit ofTruth. The Holy Spirit in Johannine Tradition. Volume 1. The 
Origins of Johannine Pneumatology, St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, Crestwood, 
New York 1991, pp. XVI+I88. 


Questo libro rappresenta la prima parte di un dittico volto ad analizzare gli 
ambiti pneumatologici anteriori ai testi giovannei. L’opera che qui si presenta e una 
versione accuratamente aggiomata di una sezione della tesi di laurea che 1'Autore 
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(°ggi professore di teologia neotestamentaria ed etica nel Seminario Teologico 
Ortodosso di S. Vladimir) sostenne nel 1972 ad Heidelberg. Essa presenta in modo 
analitico gli anfratti e retroterra semantici e culturali della pneumatologia giovannea 
soprattutto ąuando ąuesta si presenta come “dualismo dello spirito” (spiriL-dualism) 
nella terminologia della 1 Gv. 4,6. Non si tratta di un libro a puro carettere csc- 
getico. Breck, infatti, ci tiene a precisarc che il suo lavoro 5 volto a raggiungere un 
vaslo pubblico (studenti, pastori in cura di comunitk, laici impegnati nel discemi- 
mento teologico e culturalc dcl contcnuto della fede, ed anche, certamente, gli 
specialisti della teologia giovannea desiderosi di una discussione critica sul testo 
della Prima Lettcra di Gv.). Che il concetto e la rcallk dello Spirito (sanlo) fosse 
presentc nell’AT (come ruah), & un dato acąuisito da anni dalia scienza biblica; 
l’individuare e chiamare lo Spirito come il Paraclito e Spirito di Veritk spetta alla 
penna di Gv. cap. 14-16 e 1 Gv. Intcrrogarsi sulle culture storicamente antcriori alla 
sinlesi neotestamentaria plasmata da Gv. b l’idea principc di quest’opera. Credo di 
non errare — & da attendcre comunque il secondo volumc per una retta e globale 
valutazione della teologia biblica verbalizzata da Breck — se intendo Origins del 
titolo non come un “causativo” della teologia giovannea, ąuanto piuttosto come 
fondo culturale anteriore alla stesura di Giovanni, semanticamente pregante ed atto 
ad una piu completa lettura del testo neotestamentario. Questa mia convinzionc 
trova conferma in vero nello stile pacato e dialettico dell’Autore che mai accenna ad 
un rapporto forzatamente “causativo”. II cammino retrospettivo di carattere storico- 
esegetico presente nel libro incontra ąuanto di “pneumatico” era stato formulato dal 
pensiero del Vicino Oriente. Si ripercorre, seguendo la traccia dello Spirito, la storia 
di salvezza dclPantico Israelc (il Pentateuco, i libri storici e profetici, Peta del dopo 
esilio). Nuovo 6 1’approccio eon la cultura egiziana, sumerico-accadica ed iraniana: 
interessante rinterferenza causata dalPinsegnamento dualistico zorastriano nella 
creazionc del dualismo dello spirito che apparira nelTapocalittica giudaica. La 
seconda sezione b dedicata alTetit ellenistica: la tradizione della coriente sapienziale 
giudaica (la Sapienza non assumeril il ruolo escatologico impersonato dalio Spirito) 
— e ben chiaro e il pensiero delPAutore a riguardo, p. 93); l’uso greco classico 
(Pneuma non viene mai personificalo in ąuesta letteratura); Filone d’Alessandria; le 
religioni misteriche ed il pensiero ermeutico. L’ultima parte di ąuesta sezione 
conceme i Rotoli di Qumran, scoperti nel 1947 (pp. 111-154). Certamente ąuesti 
rotoli risultano come una scoperta essenziale per 1’archeologia biblica c per il tema 
del libro “essi servono come ponte principale tra lo Spirit-dualism della religione 
iraniana e 1’immagine dello Spirito rivelato nel Vangelo e nella lGv.” La 
complessitk del tessuto tcmatico dci rotoli ć ancora oggi oggetto di studio da parte 
elegii specialisti (come anche la bellezza stilistico-compositiva di alcuni di essi; Test. 
di Giuda 29, Test. di Levi 18). L’Autore affronta ąuesto materiale seguendo sempre 
la presenza e la funzione dello Spirito, come e dove esso si manifesta negli scriiti. I 
rotoli offrono una essenziale “funzione ermeneulica” della figura dello Spirito fra la 
fasę ultimalc del pensiero iraniano e la sintesi giovannea; lo Spirito dei rotoli 
suggerisce, infatti, “sia la corretta interpretazione del volere divino, come anche 
1’etica risposta del credente a quel volere nella forma di opere di giustizia” (p. 163). 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 



598 


Recensiones 


Sister Magdalen, Children in the Church Today. Art Orthodox Perspective , 
illustrated by T. Misijuk, St. VIadimir’s Seminary Press, Crestwood, New York 
1991, pp. 103. 

Questo piccolo libro raccoglie delle relaziotii tenute da Suor Maddalena (del 
Monastero di S. Giovanni BaLiista, Tolleshunt Knights, Inghilterra) a dci genitori. Si 
tratta dei vari aspetti della crescita dei bambini (fino alla loro adolesccnza) visti, 
incanalali, vissuti alfintemo di un ideale di vita cristiana (“se i bambini sono 
conccpiti, nascono e sono educati circondati dalia preghicra c dalTamore, essi 
cresceranno come persone spirituali, e cosl essi adempiono la loro vocazione 
umana” p. 103). E un libretto utile per la catechesi e per la comprensione di come 
una visione ortodossa della vita crislana ( orthodox perspecńve) plasmi delle linee 
catechetiche per i bambini d’oggi. 


V. Ruggieri, S.J. 


Ignazio Sanna (a cura di), La teologia per T unita d’Europa, (= Nuovi Saggi 

Teologici, 31) Edizioni Dehoniane, Bologna 1991, pp. 332. 

Dopo la prefazionc del curatore, che firma anche uno dei capitoli, il volume si 
articola in tre parli, ciascuna suddivisa in quaU.ro capitoli, firmati da altrettanti 
specialisti e termina eon una conclusionc dcl cardinale Martini. 

Ecco la struttura delTopera: 

I. Sanna, Prefazione, pp. 5-7. 

Parte prima, Riconciliare l’uomo eon se stesso. Cap. 1. V. Grossi, Categoria 
teologica di persona nei primi secoli, pp. 11-45; cap. 2. M. Bordoni, Contributo 
della categoria teologica di persona, pp. 47-62; cap. 3, A. Aleś Bello, Le culture del 
sospetto; cap. 4,1. Sanna, La categoria persona c le antropologie contemporanee, pp. 
75-142. 

Parte seconda, “Riconciliare l’uomo eon i suoi simili”. Cap. 1, F. Casavola, 
“Statualitk e religione. Dalia ‘Res publica Christiana’ alle democraz.ic modeme”, pp. 
145-180; Cap. 2, N. Ciola, “Immagine di Dio-Triniti e socialitk umana”, pp. 157- 
180; Cap. 3, P. Coda, “Personalismo cristiano, crisi nichilistica del soggetto c 
intersocialitk trinitaria”, pp. 181-205; Cap. 4, S. Lanza, “Comunitli cristiana luogo di 
riconciliazione”, pp. 207-239. 

Parte terza, “Riconciliare 1’uomo eon la creazione”. Cap. 1, C. Skalicki, 
‘Teologia di frontc alla sfida dello sviluppo”, pp. 243-261; Cap. 2, A. A. Piattelli, 
‘Teologia della creazione e sabato”, pp. 263-269; Cap. 3, G. Angelini, “Ecologia e 
Vangelo della creazione”, pp. 271-278; Cap. 4, B. Honings, “Coscienza ecologica e 
sceltc etiche”, pp. 289-307. 

Conclusionc, C. M. Martini, “Cristianesimo e Europa”, pp. 309-328. 

Con i suoi molteplici apporti interdisciplinari, provenienti dalia teologia, dalia 
storia della teologia e dalie scienzc umane, 1’opera sollecita efficacemente una 
riflessione. Manca tuttavia, in questo volume, pure lodevole, un confronto Oriente c 
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Occidente sulla dialettica tra Chiesa universalc e Chicsa Iocale. Ne risulterebbe che 
finora 1’Oriente ha priviIegiato la Chiesa Iocale a scapito dell’universalitil e che 
viceversa 1’OccidenLe ha messo 1’accento sull’universalita, trascurando le autonomie 
locali. Anchc 1’Europa, la cui unita non deve sacrificare le singole identitk locali, 
pu6 imparare da queslo confronto. 


V. Poggi, S.J. 


Alexander Schmemann, Celebration of Faith. Sermons I. Preface by Nikita Struvc, 

Editor of the Russian Edition. Translated from the Russian by John J. Jillons. St 

Vladimir’s Scminary Press, Crestwood, New York 1991, pp. 124. 

At his death in 1983 S, left some 3000 radio talks, largely unedited. Thanks to 
his last monfhs of illness, when hc had morę leisure to dedicate himself to such 
tasks, but mainly to his wifc Juliana Sergeevna S., a three-volume edition of these 
talks is now planned. The present volume is the first, eoncemed with Foundations of 
Faith, whereas the other two will deal with the Church Year and the Veneration of 
the Mother of God. 

After the Preface (pp. 7-8), the theme of the foundations of faith is itself divided 
into three parts: 1. On Faith (pp. 11-31); 2. On Revelation (pp. 35-50) and 3. Symbol 
of Faith (pp. 51-124). In the First part S. wants to abandon what he calls an 
“impersonal, objective, dogmatic level,” so as to show the Christian point in an 
experiential selting (p. 16), thus leading to the ąuestion: “What does the word ‘God’ 
mean — to you...T (p. 16). It is precisely this cordial approach (“from one heart to 
another,” p. 18), whieh enables him to thematize faith as encounter (p. 22) and to 
cast a critical glance on ail thosc who, by reducing religion to its usefulness, believe 
in religion, not in God (pp. 20-21). Faith should not be presented as if it were the 
key to petty and illusory successes (p. 30). We believe becausc God gives us the gift 
of faiLh. “It is not because we want etemal lite after death that I believe in God; on 
the contrary, I believc in etemal life because I believe in God” (p. 26). 

Pursuing further this experiential approach S. discards a ąuest for proofs whilc 
pointing instead to the basis of our faith in revelation. Faith is a person’s receptive 
response to this free gift of self on the part of God (pp. 35-39). Not being ideology, 
Chfistianity does not nse eompulsion, anymore than Christ forced anybody to 1'ollow 
Him. And yet, the Christian experience originated in a concrete frame of reference, a 
historicity underlined by the phrase “suffered under Pontius Pilate” (pp. 48-49). 
Though it does not settle everything, this historicity reminds us that we are free. “It 
is only in relation to Him that we are free, as Pilate was free, and in this freedom 
each of us determihes his own etemal destiny...” (p. 78). 

In the Symbol of Faith, S. points out to the original meaning of “symbol” as that 
whieh unites and joins... (p. 53). The Creed, as the symbol of faith, thus holds 
tógether all truths the Church considers essential for man (p. 53). S. then proceeds to 
explain the respective parts of the Nicene-ConsLantinopolitan Creed, known in 
English as the “Nicene” creed. Cohsidering the virgin-birth to be the greatest 
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stumbling-block for somebody imbued in thc scicntific mcntality, S. commcnts: 
“Faith and the Church only affirm that Lhis incffable, unprecedcnted and, for our 
fallen minds, impossiblc event occurred Ihat one limę — and only that one time — 
when God Himself appeared on earth as man!” (p. 74). 

The crux of faith remains suffering. Humanly speaking, we expect God to curtail 
suffering rather than transform it; for it is a scandal that suffering and death should 
have become absolule Iaws of life (p, 84). Yet Christian faith does not promise us 
liberation from suffering, and in this it stands alone (p. 83). Then, Chrisfs 
crucifixion was not due to some misunderstanding, bul simply to the fact that people 
could not stand His goodness (p. 80). The Nicene creed speaks of Chrisfs burial 
rather than of His death (p. 87). S. rejects the immortality of the soul as a pre- 
Christian idea, if not downright anti-Christian, sińce it would seem to preclude 
resurrection (pp. 90-91). Likewise, the idea of death as the separalion of body and 
soul, in its Platonie dualism, goes counter to the Biblical doctrine of the unity of thc 
human (pp. 94-95). 

From the higher vantagc-point of belief in the resurrection the fear of God is 
seen as wonder and reverencc (p. 103) and thc cali to rcpenlance becomes the 
urgence with which we have to decide between God and whatever is not God (p. 
114). ‘The world’s sin and tragedy is that its entire lilc is fundamentally a war of all 
against all for the sake of self” (p. 117), whereas Chrisfs antidote is unity at all 
levels, docLrinal, personal and ecclesial. 

The only crilical notę is perhaps the reference, without any explanation, to the 
forbidding, at Ephesus, of another faith except that of Nicaea. According to J.N.D. 
Kelly, for example, this had much to do with patriarch CyriTs being displeased with 
the upstart sec of Constantinople, thus glorifying a previous creed, “innocuous” on 
this controverted point (see Kelly, Early Christian Creeds. London (3) 1972). 
Othcrwise, the book is a moving tribute to the theologian and man Alexander 
Schmcmann was. Rarely have we rcad such a elear and eloquent dcscription of faith 
experience as this from the pen of one of the most outstanding Orthodox theologians 
of this century. 

E. G. Farrugia, S.J. 


Alia Scripta ad nos missa 

Diversorum Postchalcedonensium auctorum collectanea; I: - Pt. 1: - Pamphili 
theologi opus. Edidit Josć H. Declerck. Pt. 2: - Eustathii monachi opus. Edidit 
Pauline Allen. (= Corpus Christianorum; Series Graeca, 19) Tumhout/Brepols, 
LeuvenAJniversity Press 1989. 

Leontius Constantinopolitanus, Presbyter. Homiliae. Quarum editionem curaverunt 
Comelis Datema et Pauline Allen (= Corpus Christianorum; Series Graeca, 17) 
Tumhout/Brepols, Lcuvcn/University Press 1987. 
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